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TO THE
REV. WILLIAM GRAHAM.

DEAR SIR,

I
TAKE the liberty to dedicate to

you a work, written with greater

freedom than any that I have hitherto

offered to the Public. An enemy of

bigotry, and a diftinguiflied champion
for freedom of thinking, in very try

ing fituations, as you have long been,

I am fatisfied you will not be dif-

pleafed with any effort of the fpirit

with which you have ever been ani

mated, and which you have done fo

much to infpire.

Educated, as you know I was, in

the very ftraiteft principles of reputed

orthodoxy^ and zealous as I once was

a 3 for
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for every tenet of the fyftem, it was,

in a great meafure, by your example
and encouragement, at my entrance

on theological inquiries, that I ad

ventured to think for myfelf on fub-

je&s of the greateft importance ; and

that I have been able, in the courfe

of a flow and laborious inveftigation, to

free myfelf from many vulgar preju

dices, and to reje& many grofs cor

ruptions, as I now deem them, of

that religion which is the beft gift of

God to man, and to attain to the de

gree of convi&ion and fatisfa&ion of

mind which I now enjoy. Every ob

ligation of this important kind I hope
I fhall always remember with peculiar

pleafure and gratitude.

After a
fufficiently tempeftuous

life, you are now enjoying yourfelf in

a tranquill retirement^ and feeing

pthers contend with the ftorm, the

fury
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fury of which you have borne, and

which you have, in fome meafure,

broken, and rendered lefs hazardous

to thofe who come after you. My
time of withdrawing from this bufy

fcene is not yet come ; but while I

feel myfblf animated with your love

of truth) I fhall enjoy an enviable

compofure even in the rnidft of the

temped ; and I fhall endeavour to

relieve the feverity of thefe more fe-

rious purfuits, with thofe of
philofo-*

ph\\ as you have done with thofe of

claffical literature.

Whatever you may think of fome

parts of rny reasoning in the principal

work, now prefented to you, I am
confident you will approve of the

main objeEl of it, and efpecially the

Sequel. You have long been an affer-

tor of the proper Unitarian doElrine^

and cannot be difpleafed with my en-

a 4 deavour-
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deavouring to trace to their fource in

heathen antiquity, thofe capital cor

ruptions of chriftianity the Athana-

fran and Arian opinions.

The proper unity of GW, the maker

and governor of the world, and the

proper humanity of Chrijt, you juftly

conlider as refpedively effentiaj to na

tural and revealed religion ; and con-

fequently entertain a reafonable fuf-

picion and dread of any opinions that

infringe upon them ; and the more

venerable thofe opinions have become

on account of their antiquity , or the

numbers^ or worldly power, by
which they are fupported, fo much

the more do they excite your indigna

tion and zeal.

I rejoice with you, on account of

fuch a prevalence of free inquiry, and

good fenfe in matters of religion, in

the prefent age,&quot;
as cannot fail, in the

4 end,
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end, to overturn the antickriftia* fyf-

tems that have been permitted by di

vine providence to prevail fo long in

the chriftian world, and confequently

(though probably in a remote period)

the anticbriftian tyrannies that have

fupported them.

I am,

with the greateft efteem,

Dear Sir,

your affe&ionate friend,

and chriftian brother

Ju

In

,

e

7 77 . J. PRIESTLEY.
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THE
PREFACE.^

IT
may appear fomething extraordinary,

but it is ftridly true, that but a very few

years ago, I was fo far from having any

thoughts of writing on the fubjet of this pub

lication, that I had not even adopted the opi

nion contended for in it. Like the genera

lity of chriftians in the prefent age, I had

always taken it for granted, that man had a

foul diftincT: from his body, though with ma

ny modern divines, I fuppofed it to be inca

pable of exerting any of its faculties, inde

pendently upon the body ;
and I believed this

foul to be a fubftance fo intirely diftincl: from

matter, as to have no property in common
with it. Of this feveral traces may be found

in my Injiitutes of Natural and Revealed Religi

on, and probably in fome of my other writings.

Not but that I very well remember that

many doubts occurred to me on thefubjecl: of

the intimate union of two fubftances fo intirely

2 hetero-
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heterogeneous as the foul and the body were

reprefented to be. And even when I firft en

tered upon metaphyfical inquiries, I thought

that either the material, or Immaterial part of

the univerfal fyftem was fuperfluous. But not

giving any very particular attention to a fub-

jed on which 1 could get no light, I relapfed

into the general hypothefis of two
intlrely dif-

tinff and independent principles in man, con

nected in fome unknown and incomprehenfi-

ble manner ;
and I acquiefced in it as well as

I could.

Father Bofcovich and Mr. Michell s new

theory concerning matter, of which I gave an

account in my Hi/lory of Difcoveries relating

to Vifion &c. was calculated, as will be feen,

to throw the greateft light on the conftituent

principles of human nature; but it was a con-

fiderable time before I couldbring myfelf really

to receive a dodrijae fo new, though fo ftridly

philofophical ;
and befides I had nothing of a

metaphyfical nature in contemplation at that

time.

It \vas upon refumingfome ofmy metaphy
fical fpeculations, to which (like moft other

perfons of a fludious turn) I had been exceed-

ly attached in the early period of rny literary

life,
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life (when I published my Examination of the

Principles of Common Senfe, as maintained by
Dr. Beattie, &c. and when I republifhed Dr.

Hartley s theory oftheHuman Mind] that I firft

entertained a ferious doubt of the truth of the

vulgar hypothefis ;
and writing, as I always

do, with great franknefs,! freely exprefled that

doubt, exadly as it then flood in my mind ;

and I think it is hardly poffible to exprefs

any thing with more hefitation and diffidence.

The paragraph I allude to is the following :

&quot;

I am rather inclined to think, though the

&quot;

fubjecl: is beyond our comprehenfion at pre-
*

fent, that man does not conilftof two princi-
&quot;

pies fo eflentially different from one another
&quot; as matter andjpirit, which are always defcrib-

u ed as having no one common property, by
&quot; means ofwhich they can affect, or act upon,
* each other; the one occupying fpace, and the

* c other not only not occupying the leal! imagi-
* c nable portion of fpace, but incapable of bear-

&quot;

ing any relation to it ; infomuch that, proper-
^

ly fpeaking, my mind is no more in my bo-
&quot;

dy, than it is in the moon. I rather think that

&quot; the whole man is of fome uniform compofaion\
u and that the property of perception, as well
&quot; m the other powers that are termed mental^

&quot;is
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&quot;

is the refult (whether neceflfary, or not; of

.** fuch an organical ftructure as that of the

&quot; brain : confequently, that the whole man
&quot; becomes extinct at death, and that we have
&quot; no hope of furviving the grave, but what is

&quot; derived from the fcheme of revelation.

I little imagined that fuch a paragraph as

this could have given the alarm that I prefently

found it had done. My doubts were inftantly

converted into a full perfuafion, and the cry

againft me as an unbeliever^ and a favourer of

atheifni) was exceedingly general and loud ;

and was echoed from quarters where more

candour and better difcernment might have

been expected. With what intention this was

done, is beft known to the authors of fuch

grofs defamation. I fhall proceed to relate the

confequences of it, for which they are, in fome

meafure, anfwerabie.

This odium, which I had thus unexpe&ed-

ly drawn upon myfelf, ferved to engage my
more particular attention to the fubject of it;

and this at length terminated in a full convic

tion, that the doubt 1 had expreffed was well

founded. Continuing to reflect upon the fub

ject, I became fatisfied that, if we fuffer our-

felves to be guided in our inquiries by the uni-

verfally
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verfally acknowledged rules of pbilofophizingy

we fliall find ourfelves intirely unauthorized to

admit any thing in man befides that body which

is the object of our fenfes ; and my own ob-

fervations, and my collection of opinions on

the fubject, prefently fwelled to the bulk that

is now before the Public.

Thefe obfervations I now lay before the

reader, whatever be his difpofition of mind

with refpecl: to myfelf, or my fubjecl:, with

the fame opennefs and fimplicity with which

I firft propofed my fimple doubt; and, judging

from what has pafled, I may imagine that, if

ihejimp/e doubt occafioned fo great an alarm

and outcry, the unreferved avowal of my in-

tire conviffion on the fubjecT: will caufe a much

greater alarm. And yet in this appreheniion

I may poffibly be miftaken
;
and as, on the

former occafion, the offence was taken when

I was leaft aware of it, the popular clamour

may have fpent itfelf, and may begin to fub-

fide, on the very occafion on which I imagined
it would be inflamed to the utmoft.

Men of reafon and religion may attend to

the arguments that I have produced, from rea

fon and ihefcriptitres, in fupport of my hypo-

thefis, and may befatisfied that my opinion is

neither
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neither irrational in itfelf, nor deftitute of

countenance in the facred writings, and there

fore certainly not dangerous ;
and the favour of

thefew may filence the clamour of the many.

On the other hand, the tide ofpopular pre

judice may rife ftill higher, and though I have

fpent the greateft part of my life in the ftudy

and defence of chriftianity, the fufpicion of

my being an unbeliever, and an underminer

of all religion, may be confirmed; and, like

Mr. Hobbes, I may for generations lie under

the imputation of abfolute atheifm.

Be this as it may ;
I feel a great prefent eafe

in the idea of publishing my thoughts with the

moft unreferved freedom on this important fub-

jecl: ;
and I am not without hopes that, though

many well meaning chriftians may, for fome

time, rank me with unbelievers, fome unbe

lievers, of a philofophical turn of mind,, may,
on this very account, be prevailed upon to at~

tend to the fubjefl; and finding the true fyf-

tem of revelation to be quite another thing

than they had imagined it to be, and infinite

ly more confonant to the real appearances ofna

ture, may think it worth their while to confi-

der it id. various other lights, and attend to the

evidence that myfelf and others have produced

ia
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in favour of it, and fo, from being infidels,

in confequenceof not under(landingwhat chrif-

tianity really is, and not fufficiently examining
the evidence of it, which is generally the cafe,

they may become rational chriftians.

A very few converts of this kind would, in

my eftimation, cdmpenfate for a great deal of

odium among profefled chriftians. Their in

dignation would do neither themfelves, nor

me, much harm
;
whereas the conviction of

the reafonablensfs and truth of chriftianity, in a

few really thinking and intelligent unbe

lievers, might do the greateft good ;
and even

contribute to put a flop, fooner than otherwife

would be done, to the infidelity of the philo-

fophical part of the world.

To effecT: this, in any tolerable degree,

would be an object indeed ; and the man who
fhould in any meafure fucceed in it, could not

be faid to have lived, to have written, or to have

been calumniated in vain. I am fully fatisfied

that it will be to no purpofe to expecT: the con-

Verfion of philofophical unbelievers to that fyf-

tem ofopinions which now generally pafles for

chriftianity, and efpecially that which is efta~

llifhed in the different countries of Europe un

der that name. Becaufe conclufions contrary

b t
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to all natural appearances, will never be ad-*

mitted by them to be true.

So very free and unclifguifed an attack upon
an opinion almoft univerfally deemed to be of

the utmoft importance to all religion, natural

or revealed, may be expeled to roufe the zeal

of many friends to the prevailing fyftem, and

produce defences of it. This is what I expeffi,

and what I wifh ;
and as I am prepared for it,

I will take this opportunity of acquainting my
readers with the rule I have laid down to my-
felf on fimilar occafions, and to which I pro-

pofe to adhere in this.

I by no means think it right to refolve,

with Mr. Hume, to take no notice of any

antagonifl whatever. I might as well refufe

to make any reply to a perfon who fhould ad-

drefs himfelf to me in converfation, after I had

thought proper to direct my difcourfe to him :

for in printed publications we, in fat, addrefs

all the world. A pertinent, and efpecially a

decent, reply, requires, I think, a refpeftful

notice, though a very abfurd and impertinent

one may juftly, as in converfation, be treated

with neglect The Public, in whofe prefence

every thing pafles, will judge for themfelves,

whether a man refufes to make a reply becaufe

he
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*&amp;gt;&amp;gt;:

lie is not able to make a good one, or becaufe

he has fome fufficient reafon for not doing it.

It muft, however, be acknowledged, that even

the general and public opinion may be fa tin-

reafonable, that a writer may be juftiiied in

paying no attention to it, and in appealing to

the more mature judgment of pofterity.

It is, I prefume, fufficiently evident from

the ftrain of my publications, that general ap-

flaufe has not been my objeft. I know that

they are rather calculated to narrow the circle

ofmy friends, though I hope they will leave

me enow for any valuable purpofe in life. I

lhall not, therefore, feel myfelf difpofed to

take notice of every attack upon this treatife,

and efpecially fuch as may be anonymous. But

if the principles advanced in it be contro

verted by any perfon whofe name, as a rne-

taphyficiari, or divine, is generally refj&amp;gt;e5led&amp;gt;

I do affure him that I will take more or Jefs

notice of him
; either acknowledging any

miftakes I may be convinced I have fallen into,

or endeavouring to convince him of his. Even

a very able^ or very plaujible, anonymous an-

tagonift mall not be neglected. For, as in the

controverfy which 1 began with the Scotch

Writers, I really wifh to have the fubjecl freely

and fully canvafTed.

b % There
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There are fubjects on which, after a reafon-

able attention to them, a man may be autho

rized to make up his mind, fo as to be juftified

in refufmg even to lofe his time in reading

what may be addrefifed to him on it
;
becaufe

he may have fufficient ground to prefume it

cannot contain any thing materially new to

him. This is what ^moft proteftants will avow

with refped to the popifh doctrine of tranfub-

Jlantiation, and I avow it with refpecl to the doc

trine of the
trinity, and various other articles

of Calviniftic theology. I have at this time

by me feveral trads, particularly Letters ad-

drefled to me, on thofe fubjecls, and which

have been much applauded, which I have not

looked into, and which I profefs I never in

tend to look into. But this is not the cafe with

refped to the fubjed of this treatife. I will

carefully read, for fome time at leaft, whatever

fhall be addrefled to me, or the Public, on the

fubjed, provided the writers take care that

their publications be tranfmitted, or properly

announced, to me.

I do not, as many perfons would, except

againft all anfwers that may be written in a

manner not perfectly confident with the laws

of decorum, or thofe in which I may think my-

3 fclf
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fclf treated with too much afperlty^ or ridicule.

I would have every man write as he actually

feels at the time. There are few controverfial

writers, who, when the warmth of debate is

over, may not fee fomething of this kind to

blame themfelvs for
; but thofe who are ac

quainted with human nature, will make allow&amp;lt;-

ance for fuch human Imperfections, and attend

to the merits of the cafe ;
and it may be de

pended upon, that the real weight ofargument

is the thing that will decide in the end, when

every thing of a perfonal nature* in the courfc

of the controverfy, will be forgotten.

If I were difpofed, as I am not, to plead for

mercy^ I would alledge the extreme unpopu-^

larity ofmy fide of the queftion; and fay that,

a man who writes with the fujl tide of popu
lar opinion in his favour, has no occafion for

any Indirect method of bearing down his anta-

gonift. The man whofe opinions are unpo

pular (lands in the moft need of the arts of

addrefs, and in him they would be moft ex-

cufable. But, notwithftanding this, I mail

truft my very unpopular argument to its na

tive ftrength, or weaknefs, without any arti

ficial fupport whatever,

b As
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As I have extended this preface thus far s I

fhall extend it a little farther, in order to an-

fwer an objection that may be made to reli

gion, natural or revealed, from the very great

differences of opinion among the profeffors of it,

pn fuch fubjefts as are here difcuffed, and from

the ammofiiy with which we may happen to

debate about them. Now this does not at all.

arife from the nature of thejiibjeft, any farther

than its greater importance neceffarily, and

juftly, makes it more interefting, but from

the nature ofman^ the fame principles operat

ing in a fimilar manner on fimilar occafions.

Men do not differ more, or difpute with

more warmth, on fubjedts of religion^ or meta*

pkvfics, than they do on thofe of civil govern

ment, philology or even pbilofophy, which, one

would imagine, a priori, miift always be the

calmeft thing in the world, and could never

cccafion an angry debate. But by giving

much attention to any thing, we may inter
eft

ourfelves in any thing, and wherever that is

the cafe, an intemperate warmth is the inevi

table confequence. Befides, it is not in hu

man nature not to feel one s felf more or lefs

interefted in the fupport of an opinion whichwe

fcave once advanced as our own. And whenever

any
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any thing perfonal mixes in a debate (and it is

barely poffible that it fhould not do fo) it is,

in facl, a regard for our reputation and charac

ter that is fatftimuluS) and nothing neceflarily

belonging to ihejhfyetf.

But the cireurnftance that chiefly interefts

the paffions, and inflames the animofity of

thofe who difpute on the fubjeft of religion, is

the worldly emolument annexed to the profef-

fion of particular tenets, in the civil eftablifh-

ments of chriftianity. Did the civil magif-

trate fhew no preference to one mode of reli

gion more than to another, and was there no

other motive concealed under the mafk of

zeal for religion, there would be no great

reafon to complain of its intemperance.

Few perfons are, from their fituation and

experience, better qualified to fpeak on this

fubjecT: than myfelf, few perfons having been

engaged in a greater variety of purfuits, or in

a fcene of more various controverfy ; and I fee

no reafon whatever for accufing religion^ more

than any thing elfe, of exciting jealoufy, ha

tred, or any other immediate caufe of animo

fity and angry debate,

Many of my friends are frequently expref-

fmg their wifhes, that I had nothing to do with
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theology

p

, or metapkyjics^ flattering me with the

profped: of a confiderable degree of unenvied

reputation as zphilofopher. But the molt ran

corous oppofition, and the mod unprovoked
abufe that I have met with, has been from per-

fons who never knew any thing of me but in

the character of a philofopher. And, though
I will venture to fay, that it is not poffible to

write with more franknefs than I have always
done

; defcribing, in the moft natural man

ner, the very progrefs of rny thoughts with

refpeft to every difcovery of confequence, and,

upon all occafions giving rather too much,

than too little, to any perfon who has favour

ed me with the leaft afliftance, as all my phi-?

Jofophical writings evidence, I have been treat

ed as a notorious plagiary*. There are even

many perfons, not deftitute ofname and cha

racter themfelves, who cannot bear to hear me

fpoken of, as having any pretenfions to philo-

fophy, without a fneer; and who think my
publications on the fubjecT: a difgracc to philo^

fophy, and to my country.

Can, I, the.n, have a more ungracious re

ception among divines^ tnetaphyjicians, ov pbilo**

* See my Pamphlet intitled Philofopbical EmfHcifm.

logifts.
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Jogifts

? In fhort, having no better treatment

to expect in any walk of literature, I fhall,

without diftinction, apply myfelf to any pur-

fuit to which my attention fhall be more par-

Jicularly drawn. I have friends, and I have

enemies, in every clafs of men to whom I have

been introduced. All the former I fhall be

happy to oblige in their turn, but I cannot be

with any of them Always, The latter I nei

ther abfolutely defpife, nor greatly dread.

Thofe of them who are difpofed to be civil to

me mall meet with civility from me in return,

and as to thofe of them who are otherwife dif

pofed, I fhall behave to them as I may happen
to be affected at the time.

But, mindful of the motto which I have

chofen for my coat of arms, Ars longa^ vita

brevity I mail devote as much of my time as

poffible to thepurfmf of truth &amp;gt;

and as little as

I can help to the mere defence of it, or of my-

felf. The former is a noble and fublime exer-

cife of the mind, exalting the foul, and im

proving the temper; whereas in the latter,

though conducted with the greateft caution,

there k a rifk of debafing the mind, hurting
the temper, and facrificing our peace. For,

pntroverfy is, at beft, a ftate of war.

THE
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THE hiftorical account of the fyftem

of heathenifm concerning the pre-exiftence

of fouls in general, and of the pre-exillence

of the foul of Chrift in particular, which was

derived from it, I had once thought ol&quot; referv-

ing for my Hiftorical View of the Corruptions of

Chriftianity, which will be the laft part of my
Injlitutes of Naturaland Revealed Religion. But

as it was actually compofed during my invefti-

gation of this fubject, as it rofe out of it, and

is ftridly connected with it, I have thought

proper to fubjoin it, by way of Sequel.

Both the parts of this work, taken toge-*

ther, will fhewy in a ftriking light, the very

extenfive mifchief that has been done to

revealed religion by the introduction of this

part of the fyftem of heathenifm, concerning

the foul. And when the proper extent of this

foreign fyjlem is feen, it may be hoped, that

many perfons who have rejected a part of it,

will fee equal reafon to rejeft the whole. And,

for my own part, I am fatisfied that it is only

by purging away the whole of this corrupt

city
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leaven, that we can recover the priftine fimpli-

city and purity of our mofl excellent and truly

rational, though much abufed, religion.

Athanafianifm, I think, will fufficiently ap

pear to have been merely Oriental philofophy in

its origin, and afterwards to have become more

abfurd than the original tenets of that philo

fophy ;
and Arianifm is only the fame philo

fophy altered, free indeed from the palpable

contradictions of Athanafianifm, but it is, in

other refpects, no lefs remote from the proper

fcheme of chriftianity. I ihall think myfelf

happy if, by this or any other of my writings,

I be able to throw the leaft new light upon a

fubjecl: which has fo near a relation to the fun-

flamental principles of the chriftian fyiteni.
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A

CATALOGUE ^

O F

Some of the B O O K S that are quoted ia

this Treatife.

AS there are different editions of feveral

of the books that I have quoted in this

treatife, it will be proper to fubjoin a lift of

the copies that I have made ufe of. It will

alfo be proper to give more at length the titles

of fome books that I have frequently referred

to very concifely, having fometimes mention

ed nothing more than the name of the writer.

This has been more efpecially the cafe with

Beaufobre and Dupin, to both of whom, and

efpecially the former, I am much indebted for

my hiftorical account of the opinions of the

ancients. And I would obferve in this place,

that when I might, with no great trouble,

have given thofe opinions from the original

authors them/elves, I have often chofen to give

them
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them as reprefented by fuch writers as thefe *

Becaufe as thefe things have been very diffe

rently reprefented, I was confident that thd

opinion ofthefe writers would be morerefpefted

than my own, their learning and exad:nefs

being univerfally acknowledged ; and their

Views in writing being different from mine*

they cannot be fufpedted of partiality to my
hypothecs.
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THE

INTRODUCTION,

LEST
any perfon fliould haftily mifap-

prehend the nature^ or importance^ of

the queftions difcufled in this treatife, or the

manner in which I have decided for myfelf
with refpeft to them, I fhall here ftate the

feveral fubje&s of inquiry as concifely, and

with as much diftin&nefs, as I can, and alfo

inform the reader what my opinions concern

ing them really are.

It has generally been fuppofed that there are

two diftinffi kinds offubftance in human nature,

and they have been diftinguifhed by the terms

matter and fpirit, or mind. The former of

thefe has been faid to be poflefled of the pro-

perty of extenjion viz. of length, breadth, and

thicknefs, and alfo offolidity or impenetrability,
and confequently of a vis inertia

;
but it is faid

to be naturally deftitute of all other powers
whatever. The latter has of late been defined

to be a fubftance intirely deftitute of all exten-

fan, or relation tofpace, fo as to have no pro-,

perty in common with matter ; and therefore

to be properly immaterial, but to be poflefled
of the powers of perception^ intelligence,

and

fetf-motion* Matter
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Matter is that kind of fubftance of which

our bodies are compofed, whereas the principle
of perception and thought belonging to us is laid

to refide in &fpirit, or immaterial principle, in

timately united to the body; while higher orders

of intelligent beings, and efpecially the Divine

Being, are faid to be purely immaterial.

It is maintained in this treatife, that neither

matter nor fplrit (meaning by the latter the

fubjeft of fenfe and thought) correfpond to the

definitions above mentioned. For that matter

is not that inert fubftance that it has been fup-

pofed to be
;
that powers ofattraction or repul*

Jion are neceflary to its very being, and that no

part of it appears to be impenetrable to other

parts. I therefore, define it to be a fubftance

pofleffed of the property of
ext?tffibfc&amp;gt;

and of

fowers ofattraction or repulfion. And fmce it

has never yet been afterted that the powers of

fenfation and thought are incompatible with

thefe (folidty, or impenetrability^ and confe-

quently a^/j inertia, only, having been thought
to be repugnant to them) I therefore maintain

that we have no reafon to fuppofe that there are

in man two fubftances fp diftind: from each

other, as have been reprefented.
It is, likewife maintained in this treatife that

the notion of two fubftances that have no com

mon property, and yet are capable of intimate

connexion and mutual ation is both abfurd and

modern
;
a fubftance without extenfion or re

lation to place being unknown both in the

fcriptureSj and to all antiquity 5 thehuman mind
for
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for example, having till lately been thought
to have a proper prefence in the

body&amp;gt;
and a

proper motion together with it ;
and the Di

vine Mind having always been reprefented as

being, truly and properly, omniprefent.

It is maintained, however, in the SEQUEL of

this treatife, that fuch a diftin&ion as the an-&amp;gt;

cient philofophers did make between matter

zndfpirif, though it was by no means fuch a

diftinclion as was defined above (which does

not admit of their having any common pro-

perty) but a diftinction which made the Su

preme Mind the author of all good, and matter

the fource of .all evil, that all inferior intelli

gences are emanations from the Supreme Mindy

or made out of its fubftance, and that matter

was reduced to its prefent form not by the Su-&amp;lt;

preme Mind itfelf, but by another intelligence,

a peculiar emanation from it, has been the

real fource of the greateft corruptions of true

religion in all ages, many of which remain to

the very day ; that ihisjyftem ofpkilof-phy and

the truefyjlem of revelation have always been

Diametrically oppofite, and hoftile to each

other
;

and that the latter can never be firmly

Qftablimed but upon the ruins of the former.

To promote this firm eftablifliment of the

fyftem of pure Revelation, in oppofition to that

of a vain and abfurd phihfophy, here fhewn
to be fo, is the true objed: of this work; in

the perufal of which I beg the candour and

patient attention of the judicious and philofo-

phical reader.





Explanation tf ths FRONTISPIECE.

THE idea is taken from i Cor. iii. 12, where

different perfons are reprefented as having built

with different materials, on the folid foundation

of chriftianity, as laid by Chrifl and the apoflles;

and that what was built with wood, and other

bale materials, would be confirmed by fire,

while the reft would (land. Our Saviour, who
revealed the future (late of* his church to the

apoftle John, is reprefented as fhewing him this

circumftance relating to it. The application of

this fcene to the object of this work, is fufft-

ciently obvious.



ERRATA.
Preface, page x*, line 14, for upon, read of.

p. xxxi, Cud-zi srtb fliould be among the Folios.

Page 3&amp;gt;



SECTION I.

Of the Nature and effential Properties of
MATTER.

I
AM forry to have occafion to begin thefe

difquifitions on the nature of matter and

fpirit, with defiring my reader to recur to the

univerfally received rules ofpbilofopbizing, fuch

as are laid down by Sir liaac Newton at the

beginning of his third book of Principia.
But though we have followed thefe rules

pretty clofely in other philofophical refearches,

it appears to me that we have, without any
reafon in the world, intirely deferted them in

this. We have fuffered ourfelves to be guided

by them in our inquiries into the caufes of

particular appearances in nature, but have

formed our notions, with refpecl to the moft

general and comprebenfive principles of human

knowledge, without the lead regard, nay in

direct contradiction, to them. And I am wil

ling to hope, that when this is plainly pointed
out, the inconfiftency of our conduce in thefe

cafes cannot fail to ftrike us, and be the

means of inducing the philofophical part of
the world to tread back their fteps, and fet

again on the fame maxims which they
B have
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have actually followed in their progrefs. For

my own part, I profefs an uniform and rigo
rous adherence to them ; but then I muft re

quire that my own reafoning be tried by this,

and by no other tell.

The firft of thefe rules, as laid down by
Sir Ifaac Newton, is that we are to admit no

more caufes of things than are fiifficient to ex

plain appearances ;
and the fccond is that, to

thefame effects
we mujt, asfar as pojjible, ajfign

the fame caufes.

So long as we follow thefe maxims, we

may be confident that we walk on fure

ground ;
but the moment we depart from

them, we wander in the regions of mere

fancy, and are only entertaining ourfelves and

others with our own crude imaginations and

conceits. By thefe plain rules, then, let us

purfue our inquiries concerning the nature

and connection of what have been called ma
terial and thinking fubftances ; concerning
both which very great mifconceptions feem to

have very generally prevailed. And in the

firft place, let us attend to what metaphyfi-
cians and philoiophers have advanced con

cerning matter, with refpect to which (I mean
its fundamental properties, and what may be

abfolutely affirmed or denied concerning them)
there are very few who have fo much as e*x-

prefled the leaft doubt or uncertainty.
It is afTerted, and generally taken for grant

ed, that matter is neceffarily a folid, or im

penetrable fubftance, and naturally, or of it-

felf,
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felf, deftitute of all powers whatever, as thofe

of attraction or repuljion^ &c. or, as it is com

monly expreffed, that matter is poffeffed of a

certain vis inertia, and is wholly indifferent

to a ftate of reft or motion, but as it is adcd

upon by a foreign power.
That the vulgar fliould have formed thefe

opinions, and acquiefce in them, I cb not

wonder ; becaufe there are common appearances
enow which muft neceffarily lead them to

form fuch a judgment. I prefs my hand

againft the table on which I am writing, and

finding that I cannot penetrate it, and that I

cannot puih my hand into the place which it

occupies, without firft pushing it out of its

place, I conclude that this table, and by ana

logy, all matter is impenetrable to other matter.

Thefe firft appearances are fufficient for them
to conclude, that matter is neceffarily Jolid^

and incapable of yielding to the impreflion of

other folid matter.

Again, I fee a billiard table
;
and though I

obferve the balls upon it ever fo long, I do

not find any of them ever to change their

places till they are puflied againft ;
but that

when once they are put in motion, they con

tinue in that new ftate till they are flopped,
either by fome obftacle, or their own friction,

which is in fab the refult of a feries of ob-

ftacles. And therefore I conclude, that, had
there been no obftacle of any kind in the way,
a ball would have continued in that ftate of
motion (as, without being impelled by a fo-

B 2 reign
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reign force, it would have continued in its

former fhte of rejf] for ever ; * having no

power witmn itfelf
to make any change in

either of thole ftates. I therefore conclude

univerfally, that all matter, as fuch, is en

tirely dcHitute of power, and whatever is true

of larger bodies with refpect to each other,

muft be equally true of the frnalleft compo
nent parts of the fame body ;

and confequent-

ly that all attraction or repuljion muft be the

effed: of fome foreign power^ difpofmg either

larger bodies, or their finall component parts,

to certain motions and tendencies, which other-

wife they would not have had.

Such appearances as thefe, I imagine,, have
led to the conclusions above mentioned, con

cerning the fundamental properties of matter.

But then they are no more \\\zn fuperficial ap

pearances, and therefore have led to fuperficial

and falfe judgements \ judgements which the

real appearances will not authorize. For, in,

fact, when the appearances above mentioned
are confidered in the new and juft lights which
Jate obfervations have thrown upon this part
of philofophy, they will oblige us, if we ad

here to the rules of philofophizing laid down
above, to conclude that re/ijlance, on which
alone our opinion concerning the folidity or

impenetrability of matter is founded, is never

occafioned by folid matter^ but by fomething
of a very different nature, viz. a power of re-

fill/ton always a6ling at a real, and in general
an affignable diftance from what we call thq

body
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body itfelf. It will alfo appear, from the

moft obvious con federations, that without a

power of attralion, a power which has always
been confidered as fomething quite diftinfl

from matter itfelf, there cannot be any fuch a

thing as matter ; confequently, that this fo~

reign property, as it has been called, is in

reality abfolutely effential to its very nature

and being. For when we fuppofe bodies to

be divefied of it, they come to be nothing at

all

Thefe pofitions, though not abfolutely

new, will appear paradoxical to mcfl perfons,
but I beg a candid hearing ;

and I appeal to

the allowed rules of philofophizing above

mentioned, being confident that they will

fufficiently fupport my .conclufions.

It will readily be allowed, that every body,

^.sjolid and impenetrable, muft neceflarily have

fome particular form or fhape ;
but it is no

lefs obvious, that no fuch figured thing can

exift, unlefs the parts of which it confifts

have a mutual attraction, fo as either to keep
contiguous to, or preferve a certain diftance

from each other. This power of attraftion,

therefore, muft be effential to the a&ual ex~

iftence of all matter; fince no fubftance can
retain wayform without it.

This argument equally affects the fmalleft

atoms, as the largeft bodies that are compofed
of them. An atom, by which I mean an ul

timate component part of any gfofs body, is

neceflarily fuppofed to be perfectly folid*

B 3 wholly
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wholly impervious to any other atom ; and it

muft alfo be round, or fquare, or of fome other

determinate form. But the parts of fuch a

body (as this folid atom muft be divifible, and

therefore have parts) muft be infinitely hard,

and therefore muft have powers of mutual at-

tradion infinitely ftrong, or it could not hold

together, that is, it could not exift as a folid

atom. Take away the power therefore, and

the folidity of the atom intirely difappears.
In ihort, it is then no longer matter

\ being
deftitute of the fundamental properties of fuch

a fubftance.

The reafon why folid extent has been

thought to be a complete definition of matter,

is becaufe it was imagined that we could fe-

parate from our idea of it every thing elfe

belonging to it, and leave thefe two proper
ties independent of the reft, and fubfifting by
themfelves. But it was not confidered, that,

in confequence of taking away attraction^

which is a power, folidity itfelf vanifhes.

It will perhaps be faid, that the particles of

which any folid atom confifts, may be con

ceived to be placed clofe together, without

any mutual attraction between them. But

then this atom will be intirely deftitute of

compaEfnefS) and hardnefs, which is requifite
to its being impenetrable. Or if its parts be

held together by fome foreign power, it will

ftil! be true that power is neceffary to its fo

lidity and effence ;
fmce without it every par

ticle would fall from each other, and be dif-

perfed.
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perfed. And this being true of the ultimate

particles, as well as of grofs bodies, the con-

iequence muft be, that the whole fubftance

will abfolutely vanim. For as the laree bo

dies Would be diffolved without fome principle
of union, or fome-power, internal or external,

fo the parts of which theyare compofed would,
in fimilar circumftances, be reiolved into

fmaller parts, and confequently (che fmalleft

parts being refolved in the fame manner) the

whole fubftance muft abfolutely difappear,

nothing at all being left for the imagination
to fix upon.

It will be obferved, that, in this difquifition,
I by no means fuppofe that thefe powers,
which 1 make to be effential to the being of

matter, and without which it cannot exift as

a material fubftance at all, axefelf-exiftent in

it. All that my argument amounts to, is,

that from whatever fou;ce thefe powers are

derived, or by whatever being they are com
municated, matter cannot exift without them ;

and if that fuperior power, or being, with
draw its influence, the fubftance itfelf necef-

farily ceafes to exift, or is annihilated. What
ever Jblidity any body has, it is pofleffed of

only in confequence of being endued with
certain powers, and together with this canfe,

folidity, being no more than an
effect, muft

ceafe, if there be any foundation for the

plaineff and beft eftabliihed rules of* reafoning
in philofophy.

B 4 Though
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Though Mr. Locke confidered folidity as

conftituting the eflence of matter (lee E$ay&amp;gt;

&c. vol. ii. p. 141, where he fays,
&quot; that

&quot; fubftance that has the modification of fo-
cc

lidity is matter,&quot;) yet it is plain he had an

idea of fomething elfe, being in fadt neceflary
to its cohefion. &quot; If God,&quot; fays he, EfTay,
vol. ii. p. 148,

&quot; cannot join things together
&quot; by conne&ions inconceivable to us, we muft
&quot;

deny the confiftence, and being, even of
&amp;lt;c matter itfelf; fince every particle of it

&quot;

having fome bulk, has its parts connected
&quot;

by ways inconceivable by us.&quot;

Mr. Baxter, who, I believe, is confidered

as the ableft defender of the ftrict immaterial

fyftem, acknowledges that powers of rejijlance

and cohejion are eflential to matter, and abfo-

lutely make it a folid fubftance. But afferting, as

he does, that thefe powers are the immediate

agency of the Deity himfelf, it neceflfarily fol

lows that there is not in nature any fuch

thing as matter^ diftinct from the Deity^ and
bis operations. A ftrange opinion, but that in

which Mr. Baxter s hypothefis neceflarily ter

minates
; though, fmce he was not apprized

of it, it ought not to be imputed to him.
&quot;

Refiftance,&quot; fays Mr. Baxter, Effay, vol.

ii. p. 345,
&quot;

is fundamental in the nature of
&quot;

matter, and this itfelf is the power of the
&quot; immaterial caufe, indefinently imprefled up-
&quot;

on, and exerted in, every poffible part of
&quot;

matter. And fmce without this, thefe leaft

&quot;

parts
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Ci
parts could not cohere at all, or make a

&quot;

folid, making refiftance, it appears that

the power of this caufe thus inceffantly put
&quot;

forth, through all its poffible parts, is that

&quot; which conftitutes the folidity and refiftance

&quot; of matter. Without this foreign influence to

&quot;

effecl: cohefion, and folidity in it, we could
&quot; not conceive it to be at all a fubftance.&quot;

But it is certainly more agreeable to the

rules of philofophizing, to coniider all the

conjiant effects
of any fubftance as produced

by powers properly belonging to that fubftance,

whether they be neceflarily inherent in it, or

communicated to it
;

fo that the aclion of the

Deity in preferving fuch a fubftance in being,
will be a different thing from the Deity him-

felf, by his immediate agency, performing
all that we afcribe to that fubftance ;

which is

in effecl: to annihilate the fubftance, and to

make the Deity himfelf to do, and to be every

thing.
The opinion that all the powers of matter

are nothing but the immediate agency of the

Deity, is not peculiar to Mr, Baxter, though
it is that which chiefly diftinguifhes his writ

ings. It was held by the famous Jordano
Bruno, as his fentiments are reprefented by
the author of Examen du Fatalifme^

&quot; All the
&quot;

motions,&quot; fays he,
&quot; which ftrike our fenfes,

&quot; the refiftance which we find in matter, are
&quot; the effecT: of the immediate adion of God.
* The fmalleft parts of matter are united by
&quot; a force ; and as there is no aftive force in

2 nature,,
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&amp;lt;c nature but that of God

;
this being is the

&quot;

infinite force which unites all the parts of
* c

matter, an immenfe fpring which is in
&quot; continual action.&quot; Vol. i. p. 277. It is

evident, however, that this philofopher con-

fidered the ultimate particles of matter as

iomething different from any thing belonging
to the Deity. But his principles, purfued
to their proper extent, would have been the

fame with thofe of Mr. Baxter.

SECT
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SECTION II.

Of IMP ENETRABI LiTY, as afcribed to

Matter.

AS philofophers have given tw little to

matter, in diverting it of all powers,
without which I prefume it has been proved
that no fuch fubftance can exift, fo it equally
follows, from the plain rules of philofophizing
above laid down, that they have afcribed too

much to it, when they have advanced that /;;*-

penetrability is one of its properties. Becaufe,
if there be any truth in late difcoveries in

philofophy,,vrefiftance is in moft cafes caufed

by fomething of a quite different nature from

any thing material, or folid, viz. by a power
ofrepulfion acting at a diftance from the body
to which it has been fuppofed to belong, and
in no cafe whatever can it be proved that re-

fiftance is occafioned by any thing elfe.

Now if
re/ijlance,

from which alone is de

rived the idea of impenetrability, is in moft

cafes certainly, caufed by powers, and in no
cafe cert?.inly by any thing elfe, the rules of

philofophizing oblige us to fuppofe, that the

caufe of all refiftance is repulfive power, and
in no cafe whatever the thing that we have

hitherto improperly termed folid, or impene
trable matter.

4 As
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As all refiftance can differ only in degree,

this circumftance can only lead us to the fup-

pofition of a greater or lefs repulfive power,
but never to the fuppofition of a caufe of re

fiftance intirely different from fuch a power.
This would be exceedingly unphilofophical.
To judge in this manner, is to judge alto

gether without, nay really contrary to evi

dence. But I come to the fatts themfelves,

which no philofopher will pretend to con

trovert.

When I prefs my hand againft the table, as

was mentioned above, I naturally imagine
that the obftacle to its going through the

table is the folid matter of which it confifts ;

but a variety of philofophical confiderations

demonftrate, that it generally requires a much

greater power of preflfure than I can exert to

bring my fingers into adtual contat with the

table. Philofophers know that, notwithftand-

ing their feeming contact, they are actually

kept at a real diftance from each other, by
powers of repulfion common to them both.

Alfo, electrical appearances fhew that a con-

fiderable weight is requifite to bring into con-

tad:, even links of a chain hanging freely in

the air ; they being kept afunder by a repul
five power belonging to a very fmall furface,

fo that they do not aftually touch, though

they are fupported by each other.

I have myfelf, as will be feen in the ac

count of my electrical experiments, (fee Hif*

tory of Ek&ricitj) p. 702.) endeavoured to af-

certain
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certain the weight requifite to bring a number
of pieces of money, lying upon one another,

into feeming contad, or fo near to one an

other only as the particles that compofe the

fame continued piece of metal, and I found it

to be very confiderable. Thefe, however, are

fuppofed by philofophers not to be in a&ual

contatt, but to be kept at certain diftances from

each other by powers of refinance within the

fubftance itielf. That the component par
ticles of the hardefl bodies do not adually
touch one another, is demonftrable from their

being brought nearer together by cold, and by
their being removed farther from each other

by heat. The power, fufficient to overcome
thefe internal forces of repulfion, by which
the ultimate particles of bodies are prevented
from coming into adual contad:, is what no

perfon can pretend to compute. The power,

requifite to break their cohefion, or to remove
them from the fphere of each other s attrac

tion, may, in fome meafure, be eftimated ;

but this affords no data for afcertaining the

force that would be neceflary to bring them
into adual contact, which may exceed the

other almoft infinitely.

Mr. Melville has fhewn, from optical con-

fiderations, fee Hi/lory of Difcoveries relating
to Vifan, &c. p. 454, that a drop of water

rolls upon a cabbage leaf without ever coming
into adual contact with it ;

and indeed all the

phenomena of light are moft remarkably un
fa-
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favourable to the hypothefis of the folidity or

impenetrability of matter.

When light is reflected back from a body
on which it feems to ftrike, it was natural to

fuppofe that this was occafioned by its im

pinging againft the fohd parts of the body ;

but it has been demonstrated by Sir Ifaac

Newton, that the rays of light are always re-

fledged by a power of repuljion, acting at fome
diftance from the body. Again, when part of

a beam of light has overcome this power of

repulfion, and has entered any tranfparent

fubftance, it goes on in a right line, provided
the medium be of an uniform denfity, with

out the leaft interruption and without a

lingle particle being reflected, till it comes
to the oppofite fide

; having met with no

folid particles in its way, not even in the

denieft tranfparent fubftances, as glafs, cryftal,

or diamond
; and when it is arrived at the

oppofite fide, it is folely affected by the laws

of attraction and repulfion. For with a cer-
m

tain angle of incidence, the greateft part, or

the whole of it, will be drawn back into the

folid body, without going on into the air,

where it would feem that there would have

been lefs obftrtiction to its paffage.

Now thefe fads feem to prove, that fuch

denfe bodies as glafs, cryftal and diamonds,
have no folid parts, or fo very few, that the

particles of light are never found to impinge

upon them, or to be obftructed by them. And

certainly till fome portion of light can be
v ftiewn
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fliewn to be refle&ed within the fubftance of

a homogeneous tranfparent body, there can

be no reafon ftomfatf, and appearances, to

conclude that they have any fuch folid parts ;

but, on the contrary, there muft be all the

reafon in the world to believe, that no fuch

folid refifting particles exift. All the pheno
mena may be explained without them, and

indeed cannot be explained with them.

Since then it is demonftrable that no com
mon preffure is fufficient to bring bodies even

into Jeeming contaff^ or that near approach
which the component parts of the fame body
make to each other (though thefe are by no

means in abfolute ccritaff, as the phenomena
of heat and cold fully prove) but the refiftance

to a nearer approach is in all cafes caufed by
powers of repulfion, there can be no fufficient

reafon to afcribe refiftance in any cafe to any
thing befides fimilar powers. Nay, the ef-

tabliflied rules of philofophizing above re

cited, abfolutely require that we afcribe all

rejijlance to fuch powers ; and confequently
the fuppofition of \hzfolidity or impenetrability
of matter, derived folely from the confidera-

tion of the refiftance of the folid parts of bo

dies (which, exclufive of a power operating
at a diftance from them, cannot be proved
to have any refiftance) appears to be deftitute

of all fupport whatever. The hypothefis was

fuggefted by a mere fallacy, and therefore

ought to be difcarded now that the fallacy is

difcovered.

It
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It will be faid, that if matter be not a folid

or impenetrable fubftance, what is it ? I an-

fwer, with refpet to this, as I fhould with

refpeft to any other fubftance, that it is pof-
fefled of fuch properties, and fuch only,
as the actual weil - examined appearances

prove it to be poflefled of. That it is pof-
leflfed of powers of attraction and repul-

fion, and of feveral fpheres of them, one

within another, I know; becaufe appearances
cannot be explained without fuppofmg them;
but that there is any thing in, or belonging to

matter, capable of refiftance, befides thcfe

powers of repulfion, does not appear from any
phenomena that we are yet acquainted with ;

and, therefore, as a philofopher, I am not

authorized to conclude that any fuch a thing
exifts. On the contrary, I am obliged to deny
that matter has fuch a property.

If I be afked how, upon this hypothefis
matter differs from fpirit, if there be nothing
in matter that is properly folid or impene
trable ;

I aniwer, that it no way concerns me,
or true philofophy, to maintain that there is

any fuch difference between them as has hi

therto been fuppofed. On the contrary, I

confider the notion of the union and mutual

influences of fubftances fo effentially different

from one another, as material and immaterial

fubftances have been reprefented, as an opi
nion attended with difficulties infinitely em-

barraffing, and indeed actually infuperable,
as
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as may appear in the fequel of thefe difquifi-

tions.

The confiderations fuggefted above tend

to remove the odium which has hitherto lain

upon matter, from its fuppofed neceffary pro

perty of jblidity,
inertnefs, m jluggifinefs \ as

from this circumftance only the bafenefs and

imperfection^ which have been afcribed to it are

derived. Since matter has, in fal, no pro

perties but thofe of attraction and repulfion, it

ought to rife in our efteem, as making a

nearer approach to the nature of fpiritual and
immaterial beings, as we have been taught
to call thofe which are oppofed to grofs
matter.

The principles of the Newtonian philofo-

phy were no fooner known, than it was feeri

how few, in comparifon, of the phenomena
of nature, were owing tofolid matter

, and how
much to powers^ which were only fuppofed
to accompany and fufround the folid parts of

matter. It has been afferted, and the affer-

tion has never been difproved, that for any
thing we know to the contrary, all the folid

matter in the folar fyftem might be contained

within a nut-mell, there is fo great a propor
tion ofvoidjpace within the fubftance of the

moft folid bodies. Now when folidity had

apparently fo very little to do in the fyf
tem, it is really a wonder that it did not oc-

car to philolophers fooner, that perhaps there

might be nothing for it to do at all, and that

there might be no fuch a thing in nature.

G Since
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Since the only reafon why the principle of

thought, or fenfation, has been imagined to

be incompatible with matter, goes upon the

fuppofition of impenetrability being the eflen-

tial property of it, and confequently that folid
extent is the foundation of all the properties
that it can poffibly fuflain, the whole Argument
for an immaterial thinking principle in man,
on this new fuppofition, falls to the ground ;

matter, deflitute of what has hitherto been

called folidity, being no more incompati
ble with fenfation and thought, than that

fubftance, which, without knowing anything
farther about it, we have been ufed to call

immaterial.

I will add in this place, though it will be

confidered more fully hereafter, that this fup

pofition, of matter having no other properties
befides thofe of attraction and repulfion, great

ly relieves the difficulty which attends the

fuppofition of the creation of It out of nothing,
and alfo the continual moving of it by a being
who has hitherto been fuppofed to have no
common property with it. For, according to

this hypothecs, both the creating mind, and
the created fubftance are equally defti-

tute of folidity or impenetrability ;
fo that

there can be no difficulty whatever in fup-

pofing that the latter may have been the off-

ipring of the former.

This opinion, which I here maintain, of the

penetrability of matter^ is not my own, but

what.
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from a conviction of its truth, I have

adopted from Father Bofcovich, and Mr. Mi^

chell, to both of whom, independently of

each other, this theory had occurred. Their

ideas upon this fubject, I have reprefented in

my HJ/lory of Difcoveries relating to Vifion9

Light, and Colours; and as the doctrine is

there placed in fomewhat of a different light,

and iri language chiefly borrowed from my
authors, I fhall, in order to throw greater

light on the fubject, quote the whole paffage

relating to it in this place, and with it fhall

clofe this feetion.
&quot; The eafieft method of folving all the dif

ficulties attending the fubject of \\\zfubtlety

of light) and of anfwering Mn Euler s ob

jections to its materiality, is to adopt the

hypothefis of Mr. Bofcovich, who fup-
&quot;

pofes that matter is not impenetrable, as

before him it had been univerfJly taken

for granted; but that it confifts of phyficat

points only, endued with powers of attrac

tion and repulfion, taking place at different

diftances, that is, furrounded with various

fpheres of attraction and repulfion ;
in the

fame manner as folid matter is generally

fuppofed to be. Provided, therefore, that

any body move with a fufficient degree of

velocity, or have fufficient momentum to

overcome any powers of repulfion that it

may meet with, it will find no difficulty
in making its way through any body what

ever, for nothing will interfere, or pene-
2 &quot; trate

&amp;lt;c

i
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&quot; trate one another, but powers, fuch as we
&quot; know do in fat exitt in the fame place,
&quot; and counterbalance or over-rule one an-
u other

;
a circumftance which never had the

&quot;

appearance of a contradiction, or even of a
&quot;

difficulty.
&quot; If the momentum of fuch a body in mo-

ic tion be fufficiently great, Mr. Bofcovich

demonlirates that the particles of any body,
&quot;

through which it pafles, will not even be
&quot; moved out of their place by it. With a
&quot;

degree of velocity fomething lefs than this
&quot;

they will be confiderably agitated, and ig-
&quot; nition might perhaps be the confequence,

though the progrefs of the body in motion

would not be feniibly interrupted ;
and

with a ftill lefs momentum it might not

pafs at all.&quot; Theoria Phihfophia Naturallsy

167.
&quot; This theory Mr. Bofcovich has taken a

great deal of pains to draw out at full

length and ilhiftrate ; Ihewing that it is by
no means inconfiitent with any thing that

we know concerning the laws of mecha

nics, or our diicoveries in natural philofo-

phy, and that a great variety of phenomena,

particularly thofe which relate to light,

admit of a much eafier folution upon this
u

hypothefis than upon any other.
&quot; The moft obvious difficulty, and indeed

u the only one that attends this hypothefis,
&quot; as it fuppofes the mutual penetrability of
&quot;

matter, arifes from the difficulty we meet

ii
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c&amp;lt; with in attempting to force two bodies into
&quot; the fame place. But it is demonftrable, that
cr the fir ft ohftruclion arifes from no actual
&quot; contact of matter, but from mere powers of
&quot;

rcpulfion. This difficulty we can over-
cc

come; and having got within one fphere
&quot; of repulfion, we fancy that we are now

impeded by the folid matter itfelf. But the

very fame is the apprehenfion of the ge^

nerality of mankind with refpedl to the iirft

obftrudion. Why, therefore, may not the

next refinance be only another fphere of

repulfion, which may only require a great-
&quot; er force than we can apply to overcome it,
* without difordering the arrangement of the
&quot;

conftituent particles ;
but which may be

&quot; overcome by a body moving with the
&quot;

amazing velocity of light.
&quot; This fcheme of the mutual penetration of

&quot;

matter, firft occurred to Mr. Michell on
&quot;

reading Baxter on the Immateriality of the
&quot;

Soul. He found that this author s, idea of
&quot; matter was, that it confifted, as it were,
&quot; of bricks cemented together by an irnma-
c&amp;lt;

terial mortar. Thefe bricks, if he would
be confiftent in his own reafoning, were

again cornpofed of Icfs bricks, cemented
likewife by an immaterial mortar, and Ib

on ad injinitum. This putting Mr. Michell

upon the conikleration of the appearances
of nature, he began to perceive that the

&quot; bricks werp fo covered with this immaterial
&quot;

mortar, that, if they had any exii
n
tence at

C 3
&quot;

all,
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**

all, it could not poffibly be perceived, every
*

effect being produced at leaft in nine in-?

&quot;

ftances in ten certainly, and probably in
* the tenth alfo, by this immaterial, fpirit-
&quot;

tual, and penetrable mortar.
&quot;

Inftead, therefore, of placing the world
**

upon the giant, the giant upon the tor-
&quot;

toife, and the tortoife upon he could not
ts

tell what, he placed the world at once up-r
* (i on itfelf ;

and finding it ftill neceflary, in
u order to folve the appearances of nature, to
&quot; admit of extended and penetrable imma-
**

terial fubftance, if he maintained the im^-
&quot;

penetrability of matter
;
and obferving far-

ther, that all we perceive by contact, &c.
is this penetrable immaterial fubftance, and
not the impenetrable one

; he began to

think that he might as well admit ofpene-
&quot; trable material, as penetrable immaterial
&quot; fubftance ; efpecially as we know nothing
&quot; more of the nature of fubftance than that
&amp;lt;c

it is femething which fupports properties;
&quot; which properties may be whatever we
**

pleafe, provided they be not inconfiftent
&quot; with each other, that is, do not imply the
&quot; abfence of each other.

&quot; This by no means feemed to be the cafe
u in fuppofing two fubftances to be in the
&quot; fame place, at the fame time, without ex-
&quot;

eluding each other, the objection to which
* c

is only derived from the refiftance we meet
&quot; with to the touch, and is a prejudice that
&quot; has taken its rife from that circumftance,

&quot; and

**

&quot;



MATTER AND SPIRIT. 23

&quot; and is not unlike the prejudice againft the
&quot;

antipodes, derived from the conilant ex-
&quot;

perience of bodies falling as we account it

&quot; downwards.
&quot;

I hope I fliall be excufed dwelling fo
&quot;

long on this hypothefis, on account both
* c of the novelty and importance of it, efpe-
&quot;

cially with refpect to the phenomena of
&quot;

light. If I were to make any alteration in
&quot;

it, it would be to fuppofe the force of the
&quot;

fphere of repulfion next to any of the in-
&quot;

dhijible points, which conftitute what we
&quot;

call folid bodies, not to be absolutely infi--
4i

nite^ but fuch as may be overcome by the
4&amp;lt; momentum of light ; which will obviate
&quot; the objection of Mr. Melville. If, how-
a

ever, we confider that Mr. Bofcovich
44 makes this neareft power of repulfion not
&quot; to extend to any realfpace, but to be con-
&quot; fined to the indivifible point itfelf, it may
&quot;

appear to be fufficient for the purpofe ;

4C fince the chance of fuch points impinging
u

upon one another is fo little, that it needs
&quot; not to be confidered at all.&quot;

C 4 SECTION
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SECTION III.

Of the Seat of the SENTIENT PRINCIPLE;
in Man.

IN
the two preceding fedions I have endea

voured to redify the notions which we
have been taught to entertain concerning
matter, as not being that impenetrable, inert

fubftance that we had imagined it to be.

This, being admitted, will greatly facijitate our

farther progrefs in thefe difquifitions ;
as I

hope we {hall not confider matter with that

contempt and difguft, with which it has ge

nerally been treated; there being nothing in

its real nature that can juftjfy fuch fentiments

refpeding it.

I now proceed to inquire whether, when
the nature of matter is rightly underftood,

there be any reafon to think that there is in

man any fubftance effentially different from

it, that is, any thing pofiefled of other pro

perties beiides fuch as may he fuperadded to

thofe of affraffion and repulfion^ which we
have found to belong to matter, &quot;or that may
be confiftent with thofe properties. For if

this be the cafe, true philofophy, which will

not authorize us to multiply caufes, or kinds of

itibftance, witLoiLt
neceflity, will forbid us to

admit of any fuch fubftance. If one kind of

fubjlance be capable of
fuj&amp;gt;porting

all the

known,
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known properties of man ; that is, if thofe

properties have nothing in them that is abfo-

lutely incompatible with one another, we
fliall be obliged to conclude (unlefs we openly
violate the rules of philofophizing) that no

other kind of fubftance enters into his com-

pofition ;
the fuppofition being manifeftly un-

neceffary, in order to account for any appear
ance whatever.

All the properties that have hitherto been

attributed to matter, may be comprized under

thofe of attraction and repuljion (all the

effects of which have been fhewn to be pro
duced by powers^ independent of all folidity)
and of exten/um by means of which matter

occupies a certain portion of fpace. Befides

thefe properties, man is poffeffed of the

powers of fenfation or perception^ and thought.
But if, without giving the reins to our ima

ginations, we fuffer ourfelves to be guided
in our inquiries by the fimple rules of philo

fophizing above mentioned, we muft neceffarily

conclude, as it appears to me, that thefe

powers alfo may belong to the fame fub-

itance, that has alfo the properties of attrac

tion, repulfion, and extenfion, which I, as

well as others, call by the name of matter
;

though I have been obliged to divert it of one

property which has hitherto been thought
effential to it, as well as to give it others

which have not been thought effential to it ;

and coufequently my idea of this fubftance is

i not,
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not, in all refpe&s, the fame with that of

other metaphyficians.
The reafon of the conclufion above men

tioned, is limply this, that the powers of

ienfation or perception, and thought, as be

longing to man, have never been found but in

conjunction with a certain organizedfyjlem of
matter ; and therefore, that thofe powers ne-

ceflarily exift in, and depend upon, fuch a

fyftem. This, at leaft, muft be our conclu

fion, till it can be fhewn that thefe powers are

incompatible with other known properties of

the fame fubftance ; and for this I fee no fort

of pretence.
It is true, that we have a very imperfect

idea of what the power ofperception is, and it

may be as naturally impoffible that we fhould

have a clear idea of it, as that the eye mould
fee itfelf. But this very ignorance ought to

make us cautious in afTerting with what other

properties it may, or may not, exift. No
thing but a precife and definite knowledge of

the nature of perception and thought can au

thorize any perfon to affirm, whether they

may not belong to an extended fubftance,

which has alfo the properties of attraction

and repulfion. Seeing, therefore, no fort of

reafon to imagine that thefe different pro

perties are really inconjiftent, any more than

the different properties of rejijlance and exten-

fion^ I am, of courfe, under the neceffity of

being guided by the phenomena in my conclu-

fions
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fions concerning the proper feat of the powers
of perception and thought. Thefe pheno
mena I fhall now briefly reprefent.

Had we formed a judgement concerning
the neceffary feat of thought, by the circum-

Jlances that univerfally accompany //, which is our

rule in all other cafes, we could not but have

concluded, that in man it is a property of the

nervous fyftem^ or rather of the brain. Be-

caufe, as far as we can judge, the faculty of

thinking, and a certain ftate of the brain, al

ways accompany and correfpond to one an

other; which is the very reafon why we believe

that any property is inherent in any fubftance

whatever. There is no inftance of any man

retaining the faculty of thinking, when his

brain was deftroyed ;
and whenever that fa

culty is impeded, or injured, there is fufficient

reafon to believe that the brain is difordered

in proportion ; and therefore we are neceflarily
led to confider the latter as the feat of the

former.

Moreover, as the faculty of thinking
in general ripens, and comes to maturity
with the body, it is alfo obferved to decay
with it ;

and if, in fome cafes, the mental fa

culties continue vigorous when the body in

general is enfeebled, it is evidently becaufe,

in thofe particular cafes, the brain is not

much affected by the general caufe of weak-
nefs. But, on the other hand, if the brain

alone be affeded, as by a blow on the head,

by adual preffure within the fkull, by fleep,
or
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or by inflammation, the mental faculties are

univerfally affected in proportion.

Likewife, as the mind is affected in confe-

quence of the affedioris of the body and

brain, fo the body is liable to be reciprocally
affeded by the affections of the mind, as is

evident in the vifible efFeds of all ftrong paf-

fions, hope or fear, love or anger, joy or for-

row, exultation or deipair. Thefe are cer

tainly irrefragable arguments that it is pro

perly no other than one and the fame thing
that is fubjed to thefe afFedions, and that

they are necefTarily dependent upon one an

other. In fad, there is juft the fame reafon

to conclude, that the powers of fenfation and

thought are the neceflary refult of a particular

organization, as that found is the neceflary re

fult of a particular concuffion of the air. For

in both cafes equally the one conftantly ac

companies the other, and there is not in na

ture a ftronger argument for a neceflary con-

nedion of any caufe arid any effed.

To adopt an opinion different from this, is to

form an hypothecs without a fingle fad to fup-

port it. And to conclude, as fome have done,
that a material fyftem is fo far from being a ne

ceflary pre-requifite to the faculty of thinking,
that it is an obftrudion to it, is to adopt a me
thod of argumentation the very reverfe ofevery

thing that has hitherto been followed in philo-

fophy. It is to conclude, not only withoutt^ but

diredly contrary to all appearances whatfoeyer.

That
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That the perfection of thinking fhould de

pend on the found ftate of the body and brain

in this
life^

infomuch that a man has no power
of thinking without it, and to fuppofe him

capable of thinking better when the body and

brain are deftroyed, feems to be the moft un-

phiiofophical and abfurd of all conclusions.

If death be an advantage with refpet to

thinking, dijeaje ought to be a propor
tional advantage likewife ; and univerfally,
the nearer the body approaches to a ftate of

diflblution, the freer and lefs embarrafled

might the faculties of the mind be expected
to be found. But this is the very reverfe of
what really happens.

Part of this argument is fo well reprefented,
and fo forcibly urged, by the excellent Mr.

Hallet, that I fhall quote the entire paflage
from the firft volume of his Difcourjesy

p. 213.
&quot;

I fee a man move, and hear him fpeak
&amp;lt;c for fome years, From his fpeech I cer-
&quot;

tainly infer that he thinks^ as I do. I fee
&amp;lt;

c then that man is a being who thinks and
&quot;

acts. After fome time the man falls down
&quot; in my fight, grows cold and ftiff. He
&quot;

fpeaks and acts no more. Is it not then
&quot; natural to conclude that he thinks no more ?

&quot; As the only reafon I had to believe that he
&quot; did think was his motion and fpeech, fo
&quot; now that this motion and fpeech ceafe, \
&quot;

haye loft the only way of proving that he
&quot; had a power of thought.

&quot;

Upon
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44

Upon this fudden death, the one vifible
44

thing, the one man is greatly charged.
44 Whence could 1 infer that the fame be
44 coniifts of twro parts, and that the inward
&quot;

part continues to live and think, and flies
44

away from the body, when the outward
44

part ceafes to live and move. It looks as if
&quot; the whole man was gone, and that all his
44

powers ceafe at the fame time. His mo-
44 tion and thought die together as far as I can
* e

difcern.
44 The powers of thought^ Jpeech^ and mo-

4C tion equally depend upon the body, and
* c run the fame fate in cafe of mens declining
&quot; in old age. When a man dies through
44 old age I perceive his powers of fpeech,
44

motion, and thought, decay and die to-
* 4

gether, and by the fame degrees. The
44 moment he ceafes to move, and breathe, he
44

appears to ceafe to think too.
44 When I am left to mere reafon, it feema

ce to me that my power of thought as much
44

depends upon my body, as my power of
&quot;

Jight or hearing. I could not think in in-
&quot;

fancy. My powers of thought, of fight,
4C and of feeling, are equally liable to be ob-
44 ftruded by the body. A blow on the head
* 4 has deprived a man of thought, who could
44

yet fee and feel and move ;
fo that na-

4C
turally the power of thinking feems as

44 much to belong to the body as any power
44 of man whatfoever. Naturally there ap-
44

pears no more reafon to fuppofe that a
44 man



MATTER AND SPIRIT, 31

&quot; man can think out of the body, than he
&quot; can hear founds) or feel cold, out of the

body.&quot;

Notwithftanding Mr. Hallet was fatisfied

that there was no good argument from the

light of nature, in favour either of the im

materiality or immortality of the foul, he ftill

retained the belief of it on the authority, as

he imagined, of revelation. But it will be

feen, in a fubfequent fetion, that the fcrip-

tures afford no evidence whatever of a thing
fo contrary to the principles of reafon

; but

that the facred writers go upon quite different

principles, always taking for granted the very

thing I am here contending for
;
and that the

notion of the foul being a fubflance diftincl:

from the body, was originally a part of the

fyftem of heathemfm, and was from thence

introduced into chriftianity, which has de

rived the greateft part of its corruptions from
this fource.

It is ftill more unaccountable in Mr. Locke,
to fuppofe, as he did, and as he largely con

tends, that, for any thing that we know to

the contrary, the faculty of thinking may be

a property of the body, and yet to think it

more probable that this faculty inhered in a

different fubftance, viz. an immaterial foul.

A philofopher ought to have been apprized,
that we are to fuppofe no more caufes than

are neceffary to produce the effects ; and there

fore that we ought to conclude, that the whole
man is material, unlefs it ihould appear that

2 he
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he has fome powers or properties that are ab*

folutely incompatible with matter.

Since then Mr. Locke did not apprehend
that there was any real inconfiftency between

the known properties of body, and thofe that

have generally been referred to mind, he

ought, as became a philofopher, to have con

cluded that the whole fubjlance of man^ that

which fupports all his powers and properties,
was one uniform fubftance, and by no means
that he confifted of two fubftances^ and thofe

fo very different from one another as body and

fpirit are ufually reprefented to be ;
fo much

fo, that they have been generally thought in

capable of having one common property.

Accordingly, the beft writers upon this fub~

jet always confider the union of thefe two

very different fubftances as a mofl ftupendous
and wonderful thing.

&quot; Le tout
pouifjant&quot;

fays the author of La vraye Philofophie^
&quot;

pou~
&quot;

voitfeul etabltr un accordJi intime entre deux
4&amp;lt;

fubftancesJi dlfcordantes par leur nature&quot;

SECTION
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SECTION IV.

Additional Confiderations in Favour of the Mi-

ttriality of the Human Soul.

IN
the preceding feftion, I have repreferited

how unphilofophical it is to conclude that

all the powers of man do riot belong to the

famefubjldnce, when they are obferved to have

a conftant and rieceflary dependance upon one

another, arid when there is not, as far as we
know, the leaft iricorififtency or incompatibi

lity between them. If there be any founda

tion for the eftabliflied rules of philosophizing,
the argument ought to be conclufive with us,

and every thing that can be added to it is

really fuperfluous. However, for the greater
fatisfaftion of fome of my readers, I (hall, iri

this feiion, fubjoin fome additional argu
ments, or confutations, or rather, in fome

cafes, diftind illuftrations of the preceding ar~

gument.
.

I. That the faculty of thinking neceffanly

depends, for its exercife, at leaft, upon a ftock

of ideas, about which it is always converfant*

tvill hardly be quertiohed by any perfori: But
there is not a fingle idea of which the mind
is pofleSed, but what may be proved to have

f^ome to it from the bodily fenfes, or to have
been confequent upon the perceptions of fenfe.

Gould we, for inftance, have had any idea

D of
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of colour^ as red^ blue, &c. without the

eyes&amp;gt;

and optic nerves ; offound, without the ears,

and auditory nerves ;
of findl^ without the

noftrils, and the olfactory nerves, &c. &c ?

It is even impoffible to conceive how the mind
could have become poflefTed of any of its pre-
fent ftock of ideas, without juft fuch a body
as we have; and confequently, judging from

prefent appearances (and we have no other

means of forming any judgment at all) with

out a body, of feme kind or other, we could

have had no ideas at all, any more than a man
without eyes could have any particular ideas

belonging to colours. The notion, there

fore, of the pojfibility of thinking in man,
without an organized body, is not only defti-

tute of all evidence from actual appearances,
but is directly contrary to them

;
and yet thefe

appearances ought alone to guide the judge
ment of phiiofophers.

Dr. Clark feems have to imagined that he
had fully anfwered the argument for the

materiality of the human foul, from its having
received all its ideas from the bodily fenfes,

by afking whether there might not poffibly
have been other inlets to ideas befides our pre
fent fenfes. &quot; If thefe,&quot; fays he, Demonjlra-
tion, &c. p. 89,

&quot; be arbitrary, then the
* want of thefe does by no means infer a
&quot; total want of perception, but the fame foul
&quot;

may, in another ftate, have different ways
&quot; of

perception.&quot;

TQ
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To this it is eafy to reply, that mere poffi-

iility is no foundation for any conclufion irl

this cafe. We fee, in faft, that all cur fen-

fations come to us by the way of the corporeal
fenfes

; arid though our obferving this will

authorize us to fay, that, if the Divine Being
had fo pleafed, we might have had more^ or

fewer^ or quite different fenfes, and, of courfe*

fhould have had very different lets of fenfa-

tions and ideas, it will by no means authorize

us to fay that it was even fqf/lble for us to

have had fenfations and ideas without any cor-*

forced fenfes at all. We have no example of

any fiich thing, and therefore cannot fay that

it is even pdtiieW, much lefs that it is actually
the cafe. Prefent appearances certainly lead

us to think, that our mental powers neceffarily

depend upon our- corporeal ones
;
and till fome

very different appearances preferit themfelves,

it muft be exceedingly unphilofophical to

imagine that, the conneclion is not hecef-

fary.

2. The only reafoti why it has been fa

earneftly contended for, that there is forrte

principle in man that is not material, is that

it might fubiift, and be capable of fehfatiort

and adidh, wheri the body was dead. But&amp;gt;

if the mind was naturally fo independent of
the body, as to be capable of fubfifting by
itfelf, and ever* of appearing to more advan

tage after the death of the body, it might be
(

exped:ed to difcover fotiie figns of its inde

pendence before death, arid efpecially when
D 2 the
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the organs of the body were obftrufled, fo as

to leave the foul more at liberty to exert it-

felf, as in a date of Jleep, orjwoomng, which
moft refemble the ftate of death, in which it

is pretended that the foul is moft of all alive,,

moft active, and vigorous.

But, judging by appearances, the reverfe

of all this is the cafe. That a man does not

think during deep, except in that imperfect
manner which we call dreaming^ and which

is nothing more than an approach to a ftate

of vigilance, I {hall not here difpute, but

take for granted ; referring my readers to Mr.

Locke, and other writers upon that fubjeft ;

and tha\ all power of thinking is fufpended

during a iwoon, I conclude with certainty,

becauie no appearance whatever can poffibly

lead us to fufpet the contrary.

3. If the mental principle was, in its own
nature, immaterial, and immortal, all its

particular^/^^//afj would be fo too ; whereas

we fee that every faculty of the mind, without

exception, is liable to be impaired, and even

to become wholly extinct before death. Since,

therefore, all the faculties of the mind, fe-

parately taken, appear to be mortal, the fub-

ftance, or principle, in which they e^ift muft

be pronounced to be mortal too. Thus we

might conclude, that the body was mortal,

from obferving that all the feparateyt??/x, and

limbs, were liable to decay and periih.

4. If the fentient principle in man be im

material, it can have no extenjign^ it can nei

ther
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ther have length, breadth, nor thicknefs, and

coniequently every thing within it, or properly

belonging to it, muft
\&amp;gt;ejimple

and indivifikie.

Befides, it is univerfa.Hy acknowledged, that

if the fubftance of the foul was not fimple and

indivifible, it wotdd be liable to corruption,
and death

;
and therefore that no advantage

would be gained by itippofmg the power of

thinking to belong to any fubftanee diftincl:

from the body. Let us now confider how
this notion agrees with the phenomena of fen-

fation and ideas, which are the proper fub-

jed: of thought.
It will not be denied but that fenfations or

ideas properly exift in thefoul, becaufe it could

not otherwife retain them, fo as to continue

to perceive and think after its feparation from
the body. Now whatever ideas are in them-
felves, they are evidently produced by ex

ternal objects, and muft therefore correfpond
to them ; and fmce many of the objects or

architypes of ideas are divifible, it necefiarily

follows, that the ideas themfelves are divifible

alfo. The idea of a man, for inftance, could

in no fenfe correfpond to a man, which is the

architype of it, and therefore could not be the

idea of a man, if it did not confift of the ideas

of his heady arms, trunk, /egr, &c. It, therefore,
confifts of farts, and coniequently is dfaifible.

And how is it poflible that a thing (be the

nature of it what it may) that is dwijible,
ihould be contained in a fubftanee, be the na-

D 3 ture
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ture of it likewife what it may, that is indi-r

Difible ?

If the architypes of ideas have extenfion,
the idea s which are expreffive of them, and
are actually produced by them, according to,

certain mechanical laws, muft have extenfion

likewife ; and therefore the mind in whichi

they exift, whether it be material or imma
terial, muft have extenfion alfo. But how

any thing can have extenfion, and yejt be im

material, without coinciding with our idea of

mere empty fpace, I know not. I am thereT

fore obliged to conclude, that the fentient

principle in man, containing ideas which cer

tainly have parts, and are divifible, and con-

fequently muft have extenfion, cannot be

that fimple, indivifible, and immaterial fub-

ftance that fome have imagined it to be
; but

fomething that has- real extenfion^ and there

fore may have the other properties of mat
ter.

To this argument for the extenfion and

materiality of the human Ioul, the author of

Lavraye Philofophie replies, in a manner very

ifingular, and to me not very intelligible. He
fays, p. 104,

&quot; the impreffion of a circle, or
&quot;

any objecl; that is divifible, ftrikes the or-
&quot;

gan of fenfe ;
this adion is tranfmitted

* l

by fome unknown law to the foul, which
u

is thereby modified, and which refers its

&quot; own modifications, indivifible as itfelf is,
:&amp;lt; to external objects. .Thus the idea of a

&quot;

circle
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&quot; circle is not round, nor has any extenfion,
&quot;

though it anfwers perfectly to a circle that
&quot;

is divifible, and has extenfion.&quot; This doc

trine he illuftrates by what is obferved of

thofe who dreamy and walk in theirfajep, ima

gining they fee what is not before them, and

alfo by optical deceptions.
&quot;

This,&quot; fays he,
&quot;

is the cafe with all colour, which is falfely
&quot;

thought to be in bodies
;
but though the

&quot; coloured body moves, its colour is as im-
&quot; moveable as the foul that perceives it,&quot; p.

1 08. What he farther adds upon this fubject
is ftill more unintelligible to me. &quot; The fen-
&quot;

fations, fimple and indivifible as they are,
&quot;

contain, in an eminent manner, the quality
&quot; of extenfion, and thereby prove that the
&quot; fubftance which they modify, viz. the foul,
*

is of an order fuperior to matter.&quot; P. 113.

5. All the defenders of \\\zjimple, indivijible*

and unalterable nature of the foul, that I have

met with, appear to me to have overlooked a

great variety of mental
affeffiions,

which ne-

ceffarily imply alteration, efpecially meliora^

tion and depravation, which is fomething fo

fimilar to corruption, that it has univerfally
obtained the fame name, and which is cer

tainly incompatible with natural and perfect

fimplicity. From Mr. Baxter s own acknow

ledgment, exprefled in words which it is im-

poffible to mifconftrue, it neceiTarily follows,

that, whatever may happen to the foul, during
its temporary connection with the body, it

muft, whenever it is fet at liberty from it,

P 4 im-
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immediately recover its priftine purity.
what then becomes of the chriftian dodrine,,

upon his own hypothefis, of vicious habits

(which are the proper dijeafe of the mind) in

hering in the foul after death, and its being
liable to punifhment, in a feparate unembo-
died ftate, on that account ?

Mr. Baxter, however, fays, vol. ii. p. 161.
&amp;lt;c The foul cannot have a diforder lodged in

f* itfelf, nor be fubject to any difeafe. A man
&amp;lt;c who confiders the Jimple nature of it will
&quot; never affirm this. The foul can admit of
&quot; no difeafe from matter, as having no parts
*

to be disordered. It can fuffer no alteration
&quot; in its own fubftance, if that fubftance be

not annihilated. We would have the foul
&amp;lt;c to grow up, to decay, to fleep, to be mad,
&quot; to be drunk. Who does not fee all thefe
* are ridiculous fancies, too grofs to be en-
c&amp;lt; tertained concerning a ilmple uncompound-
&amp;lt;e ed fubftance ? If the foul were mad, or had
* the difeafe lodged in itfelf, what could cure

it?&quot;

If this reafoning have any foundation, it

will follow, that nothing is requifite to dif-

charge all the vices of the foul, but to detach

it from its fatal connection with the body, and

leave it to itfelf. All vice and diforder, as it

came with the body, and always inhered in

it, rnufl terminate and depart with it.

SECTION
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SECTION V.

Advantages attending the Syjiem of
RI A LI SM , cfpedally with r

effect
to the Doc

trines of REVEALED RELIGION,

IT
is a great advantage attending the fyflem

of materialifm, that we thereby get rid of

a great number of difficulties^
which exceed

ingly clog and embarrafs the oppofite fyftem ;

iuch, for inftance, as thefe, what becomes of
the foul during Jle.ep^

in a fwoon, when the

body is feemingly dead (as by drowning, or

other accidents) and eipecially after death ;

alfo what was the condition of it before it be

came united to the body, and at what time did

that union take place ? &c. &c. &c.
If the foul be immaterial, and the body

material, neither the generation nor the def-

truction of the body can have any effecT: with

refpecl: to it. Thisforeign principle muft have

been united to it either at the time of concep
tion, or at birth, and muft either have been
created at the time of fuch union, or have

exifted in a feparate ftate prior to that period.
Now all thefe fuppofitions are clogged with

great difficulties, and indeed can hardly be

confidered at all, without being immediately
rejeded, as extremely improbable, if not ab-

|urd.

Muft
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Miift the divine power be neceflarily em

ployed to produce a foul, whenever the hu
man fpecies copulate ? Or muft fome of the

pre-exiftent fpirits be obliged, immediately
upon that event, to defcend from the fuperior

regions, to inhabit the new-formed embrio ?

If this be the cafe, (which was the original

hypothefis of the feparability of the foul from
the body) by what rule muft this defcent be

regulated ? Muft thefe unernbodied fpirits be

come embodied m rotation, according to fome

rank, and condition^ or muft it be determined

by lot, &c ?

If man be actuated by a principle diftincT:

from his body, every brute animal muft have
an immaterial foul alfo; for they differ from
us in degree only, and not at all in klnd\

having all the fame mental, as well as cor

poreal powers and faculties that we have,

though not in the fame extent
; and they are

poflefied of them in. a greater degree than

thofe of our race that are ideots^ or that die

infants.

Now the ftate of the fouls of brutes is per

haps more embarraffing than that of human

beings. Are they originally, and naturally,
the fame beings with the fouls of men ? Have

they pre-exifted, and are they to continue for

ever ? If fo, how and where are they to be

difpofed of after death ; and are they alfo to

be re-united to their prefent bodies, as well

as the fouls of men ? Thefe are only a few of

a the
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the difficulties which muft neceflarily occur

to any thinking perfon who adopts the opinion
of the eflential difference between foul and

body.
Some hypothefis or other every perfon, who

maintains the immaterial fyftern, and reflects

upon it all, muft neceflarily have, in order

to folve thefe queftions, and many others of

a fimilar nature. For every general fyftem
muft be confiftent, and alfo have all its parts

properly filled up. The queftions that I have

mentioned muft perpetually obtrude them-
felves upon thofe perfons whofe fyftem ad

mits of their being afked, as indeed is evi

dent from the formal difcuffion of moft of

them by fyftematical writers ; and whether

any perfon be able to fatisfy himfelf with

refped to them or not, he cannot be without

fome hypothefis or other for that purpofe.
Now I will venture to pronounce, without

difcuffing the queftions above mentioned par

ticularly, that there is no method of folving
them that can ive any tolerable fatisfaftion

to an ingenuous mind.

Metaphyficians, who have conceived high
notions of the dignity of immaterialfubjiances^
and who have entertained a great contempt
for every thing material, are much embar-
barrafled when they confider the ufe of the

body. The ancients, indeed, who imagined
all fouls to have pre-exifted, and to have been
fent into the bodies in which they are now
confined as a punijhment^ for offences com

mitted
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mitted in their pre-exiftent flate, found no dif

ficulty in this cafe. The body is neceffarily a

clog, and an impediment to the foul, and it

was provided for that very purpofe. But the

moderns, who have dropped the notion of

pre-exiftence, and of offences committed prior
to birth, and yet retain from that fyttem the

intire doctrine of the contagion of matter,
which is a language that, among others, Mr.
Baxter makes ufe of (lee Matho, vol. ii. p.

212] muft neceflarily be exceedingly em-
barraffed when they conned with this muti

lated heatbenift)fyjiem the peculiar doctrines of

cbriftianity.

Indeed, what is advanced by the moft acute

of thefe chriftian metaphyficians upon this

fubjecl;, is little fhort of a contradiction in

Terms. Mr. Baxter, for inftance, fays ?

Matho, vol. ii. p. 211, that * f

nothing could
&quot; be fitter than matter to initiate beings, whofe
&quot;

firft information of things is from fenfe,
&amp;lt;c and to train them up in the elements of
&quot;

knowledge and admiration. ?? Let us now
fee what confiftency there is between this no
tion of the ufe of matter, with what he had
faid before, p. 173, of the abfolute unfitnefs

of matter for this purpofe of training up the

foul in the elements of knowledge.
&quot; We know not,&quot; fays he, ^ nor can we

4&amp;lt; name a greater abfurdity, than that union
*.* to a dead and torpid fubftance ihould give
&quot; the foul life and power, or any degree of

S*- them; or that feparation fhould again de-
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&quot;

prive it of thefe. The foul, therefore,
- muft be percipient and adive in its own

&quot;

nature, independent of matter.&quot; Again
he lays,

&quot;

matter, when beft difpofed, muft
4 * limit the power and activity of the foul,
&quot; and when difordered and indifpofed, may
&quot;

quite obfttucl: or impede its operations, but
&amp;lt;c can in no manner aid or aifift its power
&quot; and energy, otherwife than by confining
&quot; and determining them to one manner of
u exertion. Hence the foul, when feparate
&quot; from matter, muft be freed from indifpo-
*

fition, and the confinement be taken off
&quot; from its natural aftivity.&quot;

The manifeft contradiftion between thefe

two accounts of matter, hardly needs to be

pointed out. The immaterial principle, it

feems, is to be initiated in the elements ofknow

ledge by its union to a dead and torpid fub-

ftance, which is fo far from giving it any life:

or power, or any degree of them^ that we can

not name a greater abfurdity, than fuch a

fuppofition ; a fubftance which, when beji dif-

pofed, muft limit the powers and a&ivity of
the foul, and when difordered and indifpofed^ as

it is evidently very liable to be, and indeed is

hardly ever otherwife, may quite obftruffi and

impede all its operations ; and can in no man
ner aid or ajjift its powers or energy,

If the foul, as this ingenious writer fays,
be percipient and active in its own nature^ and
when feparate from the body muft be freed

from indifpofition, and have a confinement

I taken
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taken off from its natural adivity, it would

certainly have been very happy for it never

to have been fubjed to fuch a confinement^
and a great advantage never to have been af-

feded by fuch a contagion.

The only fhadow of confiftency that is pre-
ferved in this account is hinted at where he

fays, that &quot; matter can no otherwife aid and
&quot;

aflift the powers of the foul, than by con-
&quot;

fining and determining them to one man-
&quot; ner of exertion.&quot; This, however, is but

a fhadow of confiftency, for, by the very fame

v/ay of reafoning, it might be proved that a,

man is a gainer by the lofs of his eyes or ears,

and indeed of all his fenfes except one
;
be-

caufe his fentient powers being by this means

confined and determined to one manner of exer

tion^ be becomes more perfed in the exercifc

of it
;
whereas he is certainly a lofer upon the

whole, by having his fenfes and faculties thus

curtailed. But allowing that fome fmall ad

vantage might poflibly accrue to the foul from
this great limitation of its percipient and

aftive powers, what chance is there for its

receiving any benefit upon the whole
;
when

the thing that is employed to confine it is fure

to become, if we judge from fad and ex

perience, exceedingly difordered ? fo that, by
this writer s own confeffion, it muft quite
obftrud and impede all its operations ;

and

when, by its union to this contagious prin

ciple, it is liable to be contaminated in fuch

a manner as to be utterly ruined and loft to

every
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every valuable end of exiftence. Great, indeed,

we fee, is the rifk that the immaterial foul runs

by its union with this grofs material body,
and fmall, very fmall indeed, is the advan

tage that it may happen to derive from

it.

It feerns, however, that when the chrif-

tian, after having long ftruggled, and main

tained a very unequal combat in its prefent
ftate of confinement, in which his foul caa

have little or .no ufe of its native powers and

faculties, has, by the benevolent conftitution

of nature, at length got rid of this incum-

brance of clay, thefe fetters of matter, and

this dreadful contagion offlefh and blood* and
with all the privileges, and all the powers of
action and enjoyment, naturally belonging to

an unembodied fpirit, has ranged the regions
of empyreum for fome thoufands of years,
thefe powers are to be again clogged and im

peded by a fccond union to matter, though
better tempered than before, and therefore a

lefs, though a real and neceflary incumbrance*
And what is moft extraordinary in the cafe

is&amp;gt;

that this fecond degradation takes place at a

period which chriftianity points out to us as

the great jubilee of the virtuous and the good ;

when (all mankind being judged according
to their works) they (hall receive the plaudit
of their judge, and fhall enter upon the in*

heritance of a kingdom preparedfor them from
the foundation of the world

\
at which time&amp;gt;

and
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and not before, they are to be admitted td

be for ever with their Lord Jefus Cbrijh
Mr. Baxter^ in his Eflay on the Soul, p;

304, fays, that
&quot;

after the refurre&ion, the
44 re-union of fouls to their bodies may be
4c no punifhment, or diminution of the hap-
44

pinefs defigned them, if we conceive it to
44 be within the reach of infinite power to
44

bring this union to a ftate of indolence, or
64

inoffenfivenefs on the part of matter* For
44

to have no trouble or uneafmefs at all
44 from matter, is precifely the ftate of hap-
44

pinefs with refpect to it, that fpirits have
** which are entirely free from it. But
c4 no attentive man,&quot; he adds,

4t
ever

44
thought that there confifted any real fe-

44

licity in being united to material fub-
44

ftance.&quot;

That this account of the effects of the union

of the mind with matter is inconfiftent with the

other quoted from his Matbo, needs no pointing
out. In the one cafe, matter muft neceffarily

limit 2C&&. fetter thefoul, whereas in the otherj

it is poffible, though barely poffible, that it

may not fetter it* Upon the moft favourable

fuppofition, however, the chriftian refurrec-

tion is barely no difadvantage. But can this

be that ftate towards which all ehriflians are

taught to look with the moft eager expecta
tion, when only their joy is to commence^ and
to be full. Looking, as the apoftle Peter

fays, for that blejjed hope. One would think*
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that fuch writers as thefe had been but little

converfant with the New Teftament, to the

uniform language of which their notions are

totally repugnant.
Such have been thfc prepofterous effects of

mixing thefe heathenifh notions with the prin

ciples of our holy religion^ which difclaims

all connection with them, and militates againft

them in every article.

On the other hand, the fyftem of material-

ifm, which revelation uniformly fuppofes, is

clogged with none of thefe difficulties, or

rather abfurdities. Man, according to this

fyftem, is no more than what we now fee of

him. His being commences at the time of
his conception, or perhaps at an earlier pe
riod. The corporeal and mental faculties*

inhering in the fame fubftance, grow, ripen^
and decay together ;

and whenever the fyftern
Is diffolved, it continues in a ftate of diffolu-

tion, till it fhall pleafe that Almighty Being
who called it into exiftence to reftore it td

life again.

By the help of the fyftem of materialifrrij

alfo, the chriftian removes the very founda
tion of many doctrines, \vhich have exceed

ingly debafed and corrupted chriftianity ;

being in fact a heterogeneous mixture of

pagan notions, diametrically oppofite to thofe

on which the whole fyftem of revelation is

built. The chriftian fyfteifi provides no re

ward for the righteous till the general refur*
reffion of the

jiift, nor any ptmiihment for the

E wicked.
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wicked, till the end of the world^ at which

time, and not before, the angels will be com-
miffioned to gather out of the kingdom of Chriji

every thing that offends. Then only will be

the great barvefi, when the wheat (to ule the

language of our Saviour) will be gathered into

the garner, and the chaff will be burned with

unquenchab lefire .

The immaterial fyflem, on the contrary,
muk^s it neceiiary to provide fame receptacle

for thefouls of the dead, which being in a ftate

of confcioufnefs, muft neceflarily be in a ftate

of pleafure or pain, reward or punifliment,
even antecedent to the day of judgment.
Now as there is no hint concerning the na

ture ^ or ufe of inch an intermediatejlate in the

fcriptures, the vain imaginations of men have

had a moft ample fcope for difplaying them-
felves

;
and among other gainful abfurdities,

the priefts have taken this advantage to found

upon it the doctrines of purgatory^ and the

worfoip of the dead.

The doctrine of
pre-cxiftence&amp;gt;

or that of all

human fouls having been lapfed angels, which
was the true fource of Gnojticifm, and moft

of the early corruptions of chriftianity, could

have no other foundation than the notion of

there being ibmething in man quite different

&quot;from his corporeal organized iyftem ; which,

therefore, might have exifted prior to that

fyftem, as well as continue after its diflblu-

tion. It was at this time, when all fouls

were fuppofed to have pre-exilted, that the

foul
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foul of Chrift was not only fuppofed to have

prc-exifted, together with the fouls of other

perions, but, iuitable to his rank here, had

a proportional fuperior rank and office aflign-
ed to him before he came into the world.

Upon this foundation he was firft confidered

as the famovphs of the Oriental philofophy, or

the immediate maker of the world under the

lupreme Being ; then as a peculiar emanation

of the divine effence^ and laftly, as having
been from all eternity equal to God

bimfclf.
From this it is evident, that the very feeds of

this dreadful corruption of chriftianity, which
has been the fruitful fource of many others,

could not have been ibwn, but in this imma
terial, and as it may properly be termed, this

heathenifh fyftem.
Had the minds of the primitive chriftians

continued uncontaminated with the wifdom of
this world) and confidered Chrift as his

apoftles, who lived and converfed with him,

evidently appear to have confidered him, viz.

as a mere man approved of God^ by jigns and
wonders which God did by him, they would
have entertained for him all the fentiments

of love and reverence that were due to the

captain of theirfalvation ^ and thcffifi begotten

from the dead
\ who, as their elder brother ,

was gone to prepare a place for them^ in the

heavenly manfions, and who would return

with a commiffion from God to raife the

dead, and judge the world
;
but they could

never have arrogated for him diirine honours,

E 2 and
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and coniequently the worihip that has been

paid to the Virgin Mary, and other Popifh

faints, would not have followed : and the in

fluence of thefe leading opinions, upon the

whole mafs of corruptions that came in like

a deluge afterward, is eafily traced.

SECTION VI.

Confederations more Immediately relating /2 IM
MATERIAL SUBSTANCES, and efpecially

to

the CoNNEXIOiN OF THE SoUL AND
BODY.

PART I.

Of the PRESENCE of the Soul with the Body.

TH E idea of an immaterialfubjlance^ as it

is defined by metaphyiicians, is entirely
a modern thing, and is ftill unknown to the

vulgar. The original, and ftill prevailing
idea concerning a foul or Jpirit, is that of a

kind of attenuated aerial fubftance, of a more
fubtle nature than grofs bodies, which have

weight, and make a ienfible refiftance when
they are puihed againtt, or ftruck at. The
form of it may be variable, but it is capable,
in certain circumftances, of becoming the ob

ject
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jefh of fight. Thus when our Lord appeared
to his difciples walking on the fea, and alfo

after his refurrection, they thought it had heen

ajptrit ; and, therefore, to convince them of

their mi(lake on the latter of thefe occaiions,

he bade them handle him
;

for that a fpirit

had not flelh and bones, as they might be

convinced that he had. He did not obferve

to them that a fpirit could not be the objeft of

fight, any more than of touch. Alfo, what
ever expreflions mi^ht cafually drop from any
of the ancient philofophers, it is evident to

all who confider the whole of their doclrine,

that their idea of a fpirit was widely different

from that which is now contended for.

That a fpirit is, ftrictly fpeaking, inJivffi/e,

which is eflential to the modern idea of it, is

abfolutely incompatible with the notion that

is known to have run through almoft all the

fyftems of the ancients, derivedx&amp;gt;riginally
from

the Eaft) viz. that all human fouls, and all finite

intelligences, were originally portions of the

great Joul of the univirfe ; and though de

tached from it for a time, are finally to be

abfbrbed into it again ; when the feparate
confcioufnefs belonging at prefent to each of

them will be for ever loft. How the idea of

a fpirit came to be refined into the very at

tenuated
ft
ate in which we now find it, 1 mail

endeavour to inveftigate in its proper place ;

and in the mean time mail beftow a few ob-

fervations upon it, as it appears in the writ-

E 3 ings
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ings of the lateft, and moft celebrated meta-

phyficians.
A fpirit, then, or an immaterialJubjlance, in

the modern ftrid ufe of the term, fignifies a

fubftance that has no extenjion of any kind,

nor any thing of the vis inertia that belongs
to matter. It has neither length, breadth, nor

thicknefs ;
fo that it occupies no portion of

fpace ;
on which account the moil rigorous

metaphyficians fay, that it bears no fort of

relation to fpace, any more than found does

to the eye, or light to the ear. In fact, there

fore, fpirit and fpace have nothing to do with

one another, and it is even improper to lay
that an immaterial being exijls

in fpace, or

that it re/ides in one place more than in

another ; for, properly fpeaking, it is no

where, but has a mode of exiftence that can

not be exprefled by any phrafeology appro

priated to the modes in which matter exifts.

Even thefe fpiritual and intellectual beings
themfelves have no idea of the manner in

which they exift, at leaft while they are con

fined by grofs matter.

It follows alfo from this view of the fub-

jecl, that the divine mind can only be faid

to be omniprefent by way of figure ; for,

ftridly fpeaking, this term implies extenjion,
of which all immaterial fubftances are utterly

incapable. By the omniprefence of the Deity,
therefore, they mean his power of affiing

(very where, though he exifls no where. The
mind
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mind of any particular perfon, alfo, they fup-

pofe not to be confined \vithin the body of

that perfon ;
but that though itfelf bears no

relation whatever to fpace or place, its exer

tions and affcdions are, by the fovereign ap

pointment of his Creator, confined to a par
ticular fyftem of organized matter, wherever

that happens to be, and continues fo limited

in its operations as long as the organization
fubiifts

; but, that being diiiblved, the im
material principle has no more to do with

the matter that had been thus organized, than

with any other matter in the univerfe. It can

neither affect it, nor be affeded by it.

Others, however, I believe, confidering

that, though mathematical points occupy no

real portion of fpace, they are yet capable of

bearing ibme relation to it, by being fixed in

this or that place, at certain diftances from
each other, are willing to allow that (pints
alfo may be faid to be in one place in prefer
ence to another ;

and confequently that they
are capable of changing place, and of moving
hither and thither, together with the body
to which they belong. But this is not the

opinion that feems to prevail in general ;
fmce

it fuppofes fpirit to have, at leaft, one pro

perty in common with matter, whereas a be-

ing -ftridly immaterial (which, in terms, im

plies a negation of all the properties of mat

ter) ought not to have any thing in com
mon with it.

F. 4 Befides
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Befides, a mathematical point is, in fact,

no fubftance at all, being the mere limit, or

termination of a body, or the place in void

fpace where a body is terminated, or may be

fuppofed to be fo. Mere points, mere lines, or

mttt/Ufftices are alike the mere boundaries of
material Jubjlances, and may not improperly
be called their properties, neceffarily entering
into the definition of particular bodies, and

confequently bear no fort of relation to what
is immaterial. And therefore the conjiftent

immaterialift has juftly difclaimed this idea.

Indeed it is evident, that if nothing but im

material fubftances, or pure intelligences, had

pdfted, the very idea of place, orfpace could

not have occurred to us. And an idea that

an immaterial being could never have acquir
ed without having an idea of body, or mat

ter, cannot belong to
itfelf, but to matter

only. Confequently, according to the ftricT;

and only confiftent fyftem of immateriality, a

fpirit is properly no where, and altogether in

capable of local motion, though it has an ar

bitrary connection with a body, that is con

fined to a particular place, and is capable of

moving from one place to another. This,

therefore, being the only confiftent notion of
an immaterial fubftance, and every thing fhort

pf it being mere materialifm, it is to the con.fi-

deration of this ide^, that I fliall here con
fine myfejf.

Appearances cannot be faid to favour the

of thefe very ^bftradt metaphyficians.

For,
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For, certainly, judging by what appears to

us, we fhould naturally fay that the foul ac

companies the body, and is contained in it, and
therefore changes place together with the body.
On this account, therefore, the moft acute

immaterialifts have taken a good deal of pains
to fhew that, notwithftanding thefe appear
ances, which at firft fight are acknowledged
to be unfavourable to their fyftem, there is

not properly any motion, or change of place,
in the foul, let the body to which it belongs
rove about ever fo much.

&quot; For my part,
7

fays Father Gerdil, as he

is quoted by the author of La vraye Philofo-

phie^ p. 271,
&quot; if I had no other reafon to fa-

&amp;gt;c

tisfy me, I fhould content myfelf with fay-
&amp;lt;c

ing, with the moft celebrated philofophers,
&quot; of ancient and modern fchools, that one
* cannot doubt but that thought and volition
&quot; are incapable of moving with the body, be-
&quot; caufe they are evidently without extenfion.
** But the foul, of which they are modifica-
*

tions, is of the fame nature with them.
&quot; The joul^ therefore, can no more move
&quot; than the thought or the will.&quot;

To illuftrate this paradox, he fays, p. 272,
that &quot; the voidfpace, in a carriage drawn by
*

horfes, does not move with the carriage,
* becaufe it is nothing ;

and though the foul
&quot; be a real fubftance, it bears no more rela-
&quot; tion to place, than if it had been nothing
ic

at all.&quot; He adds, p. 273, in order to ex

plain how the foul can have an idea of ex-

tenfioi*
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tenfion and of fpace, when itfelf bears no

relation to either, that &quot;

though the foul be
tc

incapable of motion, like the body, it

&quot; doth not fail to contain eminently within
&quot;

itfelf that quality of matter, and therefore

is capable of transferring it upon matter,

and of fuppofmg it to belong to mat-

ter.

Afterwards, p. 275, in explaining what is

meant -by the foul s willing and acting in its

own body, he fays, that &quot; thefe expreffions,
&quot; the fold is in the body, thinks in the body,
4 * and goes out of the body, fignify nothing
&quot; but that the foul is united to the body, that
&quot;

it thinks in a dependence upon that union,
&quot; and that, after a certain time, the foul will
&quot; be no longer united with that body ;

but
&amp;lt;c that the foul is not placed in the body as
&quot; the brain is in theyfe/7, or that it is in the
&quot;

place where the body is.*
1 How unintel-

libly are perfons reduced to talk, when they

.quit the road of common fenfe, forming their

fyftems not from facts and appearances, but

from imagination.
The author of Letters on Materialifm, ad-

drefled to myfelf, feeins to think that he has

faid fomething to the purpofe, with refped to

this difficulty, arifing from the place offpirits,

by coniidering fpace as nothing more than an
ideal phenomenon orifing from the extenjive order

of co-exj/img bodies. As this expreffion, I

own, conveys no clear idea to me, I {hall lay
before my readers the whole paragraph, be-

caufe
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caufe, though I am not able to get any light
from it, it is pofiible that another may.

&quot; To your fecond objection, that, properly
&quot;

fpeaking, your mind is no more in your body^
&quot; than it is in the moon

; becaufe it is incapable
&quot;

of bearing the leafl relation to fpace? I an-
&quot;

fwer, matter, indeed, occupies fpace, to
&quot; which Jpirit has no relation, that is, mat-
*

ter, as a compounded fubftance, bears, in
&quot;

its various parts, a relation to other bodies.
&amp;lt;c

Space, in itfelf, is nothing real, it is only
&quot; an ideal phenomenon arifmg from the ex-
&quot; tenlive order of co-exifting bodies. Take
&amp;lt;c from the creation every body, or, which
&quot; amounts to the fame, every being capable
&quot; of viewing them, and fpace will no longer
&quot;

fubfift.&quot;

*

Now it appears to me, that it is impoffible,
even in idea, to fuppofe the annihilation of

fpace. Let any perfon but for a moment

fuppofe the annihilation of all matter, which
is not difficult, and then confider whether the

annihilation of fpace will neceflarily follow.

I do not mean in imagination, like the idea of

things tending to fall downwards on the op-

pofite fide of the globe of the earth, but in

the nature of things.

Afterwards this writer confiders the prefence
of the mind with the body, as attejled by its

action upon it, fo that ilill the fpirit, properly

fpeaking, is no where, and has no motion, not-

withftanding its ftridt union with, and its

conftant aclion upon, a body which is necef-

I farily
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farily confined to fome particular place, and

which it obliges to change its place at plea-

fure, How thefe notions ftrike others I can

not tell ; to me nothing can appear more

whimfical, or extravagant.

PART II.

Of the MUTUAL INFLUENCES of the Soul and

the Body.

IT is contended for by all metaphyficians,
who maintain the dodtrine of any proper
immaterial principle, that fpirit and body can

have no common property ;
and when it is afk-

ed how, then, can they aft upon one another*

and how can they be fo intimately connected

as to be continually and neceflarily fubjet to

each other s influence, it is acknowledged to

be a
difficulty,

and a myjlery that we cannot

comprehend. But had this queftion been

confidered with due attention, what has been

called a
difficulty would, I doubt not, have

been deemed an impoffibility ;
or fuch a myftery

as that of the bread and wine in the Lord s

fupper becoming the real body and blood of

Chrift, or that of each of the three perfons in

the Trinity being equally God, and yet there

being no more Gods than one
; which, in the

eye of common fenfe, are not properly diffi^

or myfteries, but direct cwtradttfions \
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fuch as that of a thing being and not being at

the fame time.

Let a man torture his imagination as much
as he- pleafes, I will pronounce it to be im-

poifible for him to conceive even the poffibi-

lity of mutual aftion without fome common

property, by means of which the things that

a5t and re-at upon each other, may have

fome connexion. A fubftance that is hard

may ad: upon, and be acted upon by, an
other hard fubftance, or even one that is /off,

which, in fact, is only relatively lefs bard:

but it is certainly impoffible that it fhould

affect, or be affected by, a fubftance that can

make no rejijlance at all, and efpecially a kind

of fubftance that cannot, with any propriety
of fpeech, be faid to be even in thefame place
with it. If this be not an impojjibility^ I really
do not know what is fo.

But admitting that what appears to me to

be an abfolute impoffibility, viz. that fub-

ftances which have no common property can,

neverthelefs, affect, and be affected by, each

other, to be no more than a difficulty ; it is

however a difficulty of fuch magnitude, as

far to exceed that of conceiving that the prin

ciple of fenfation may poffibly confift with

matter ; and, therefore, if, of two difficulties,

it be moft philofophical to take the leaft, we
muft, of courfe, abandon the hypothefis of
two heterogeneous and incompatible principles m
man, which is clogged with the greater diffi

culty of conception, and admit that of the
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uniformity of his nature^ which is only attend

ed with a lefs difficulty.

The great difficulty that attends the fuppo-
fition of the union of the foul and body, cune
in with the Cartefian hypothecs, which goes

upon the idea that the eflence of mind is

thought, and the eflence of body extenjion^

excluiive of every property that had before

been fupppofed to be common -to them both,

and by which they might influence one an

other. And it is very amufmg to obferve the

different hypothefes that have been formed to

account for the foul receiving ideas by the cor

poreal fenfes, and for the motion of the body
in confequence of the volition of the foul.

That the body and mind have no phyfi-
cal influence upon one another, Defcartes

could not but allow. He therefore fup-

pofed that the impreffion of external ob-

jets, was only the Gcca/iona!) and not the

efficient caufe of fenfation in the mind
;

that volition alfo was only the occaiional, and
not the efficient caufe of the motion of the

mufcles ;
and that in both thefe cafes the real

efficient caufe was the immediate agency of

the Deity, exerted according to certain rules

which he invariably followed. Thus when
ever an object is prefented, the divine Being
imprefles the mind, and whenever a volition

takes place, he produces the correfponding
motion in the mufcular fyftem.

Malebranche refined upon this hypothefis,

fuppofing that we perceive the ideas of things
not
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not only by the divine agency, but in the di

vine mind itfelf\ all ideas being firft in the

divine mind, and there perceived by us. A
general view of his fyftem, with the reafons

on which it is founded, is thus given by Lord

Bolingbroke. See his Works, vol. iii. p.

543-
&quot; We cannot perceive any thing that is

&quot; not intimately united to the foul
;
but there

&quot;

being no proportion between the foul and
&quot; material things, thefe cannot be united to it,

&quot; or perceived by it. Our fouls are, indeed,
&quot; united to our bodies, but there is a manner
&quot; of union neceffary to perception, and an-
&quot; other that is not fo. God, who is a fub-
&quot;

fiance, and the only intelligible fubftance,
&quot;

is intimately united to our fouls by his
&quot;

prefence. He is the place of fpirits, as
&amp;lt;c

fpace is the place of bodies
; and as he

&quot; muft have in himfelf the ideas of all the
&quot;

beings that he has created, we may fee
&quot; thofe ideas in God, as he is pleafed to fhew
&quot; them to us.&quot;

The celebrated mathematician and meta-

phyfician, Leibnitz, was as fenfable of the

impoffibility of all proper connexion, or

influence, between matter and fpirit, as the

Cartefians, but he explained the correfpon-
dence there is between them in quite another,

though not a more fatisfatory, manner; form

ing a fyftem, which has obtained the name
of the pre-eftablifoed harmony. For, admitting
the neceffary and phyfical operation of all

caufes,
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caufeS, mental and corporeal, he fuppofe&
that the whole train of volitions, from a man s

birth to his death, would have taken place in

the mind in the fame order, if there had beeri

no body coime&ed with it
; and, oh the other

hand, that all the motions, and other affec

tions of the body (being properly an automa

ton) would have been the fame, if there had

been no foul contieded with it : btit that it is

pre-eftablifhed by the divine Being, that the

Volitions of the one, and the motions of the

other, fhould ftriflly correfpond, juft afc they
would have done, if they had really been

caufe and effeEt to each other.

Neither of thefe hypothefes having giveri

lafting fatisfadion, the defenders of the mo
dern doitrine of immateriality have generally
contented themfelves with fuppofifig that

there is fome unknown real Influence between
the foul and the body, but that the connec

tion is a myjlery to us. And this is not thef

firft abfurdity, and impoffibility, that has

found a convenient fhelter under under that

term.

The learned Beaufobre acknowledges this

difficulty, even with refped: to the Deity him-

felf, but he gives us no affiftance with ref-

pet to the folution of it.
&quot;

If,&quot; fays he, vol.

i. p. 483,
&quot; the fubftance of the firft mover

&quot; be abfolutely immaterial, without exten-
&quot;

fion, and without fize (grandeur) one cannot
&quot; conceive how it fhould give motion to mat-
44 ter

; becaufe fuch a fubftanee can have na
hold
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c&amp;lt; hold (prife) of them, any more than they
&quot; have upon it* We muft, therefore, have
* 4 recourfe to the chriftian fyftem, according
&quot; to which God acts upon matter by an act
&quot; of his will

only.&quot;
But if the fubftance of

a fpirit cannot act upon matter, how can the

mere volition^ which is the mere act of a fpi

rit, affect it ?

Mr. Baxter, who afcribes fo much to the

agency of the Deity, and fo little to matter, is,

as might be expected, peculiarly embarraffed

with this difficulty. According to him, all

the properties of matter, as attraction, repul-

fion, and cohefion, are the immediate agency
of the divine Being. Confequently, as we

perceive material things by means of thefe

their powers*, it but too plainly follows, that,

in fact, matter is wholly fuperfluous ; for if

it exifts, all its operations and effects are re-

folvable into the pure unaided operation of

the Deity. Such a philofopher cannot but be

puzzled to anfwer Biihop Berkley, who fup-

pofed that the divine Being himfelf prefented
the ideas of all things to our minds, and that

nothing material exifts. The following ap*

pears to me to be a very poor attempt to

maintain the real ufe of matter to imprefs the

mind.
44 Thofe philofophers/ fays he, vol. ii. p.

333*
&quot; who allow the objects of our ideas to

44
exift, affirm, I think, without neceffity,

C4 that the fovereign-mind produces the ideas

F &quot;of
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* of them in us, in fo far, I mean, as the

&quot;

objects themfelves may do this, or other-
&quot; wife than by co-operation. Matter I know
tc cannot acl: of itfelf, as it acts only by re-
&quot; fiftance. But if the refiftance between the
&quot; matter of our bodies and ether matter be
&quot;

enough to excite the idea of their refiftance

&quot; in our minds, it would be unneceflary to
f(

fuppofe God to excite that idea, and the
&quot; refinance itfelf to have no effect. And if

&quot; we do not allow the matter of our bodies
&quot; affects cur minds direclly, and by itfelf,

&quot; the union between them may feem to be,
&quot; in a great meafure, to no

purpofe.&quot;

What does this amount to, but that, fince

matter does exift, it muft be of fome ufe, though
Mr. Baxter s general hypothefis, agreeably
to which he here afferts, that matter cannot

aft of itfelf, leaves fo very little to it, that it

might very well have been fpared. Pity that

fo milchievous a thing as he every where re-

prefents matter to be, fhould have been in

troduced at all, when, without the aid of fu-

perior power, it could not do even that mif-*

chief.

Mr. Baxter feems to have thought that the

connection between the foul and the body
fubfifted only during a ftate of vigilance ;

for

that, though during fleep, the foul, as he

fays, vol. ii. p. 11,
&amp;lt;4

is always adive and
&quot;

percipient, and is never without fome real
&quot;

perception, it molt evidently ceafes to act
&quot; and
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&amp;lt;

c and perceive by the body.&quot; It is, there

fore, in fad: in an unembodied ftate. It is

pity that we have no evidence of what pafles

in that ftate ; but that in the moment of the

re-union of the foul to the body, on awaking
from fieepj all that paffed in this intermediate

ftate is forgotten^
Whatever pafles in dreams, this philofdpher

fuppofes not to be any thing that the foul is

concerned in, but the work of other intellectual

agents, which occupy the fenfory the moment
that the foul abandons it. If we afk why the

foul thus abandons the fenfory, he fays, it is

on account of the &quot;

expence of animal fpiritsy

* 4

-neceiFary to keep the former imprelfions
&quot;

patent, and to produce new ones,** and that
u the fatigue of continuing to do this is in-
&quot; tolerable.

&quot; But as it is not the foul that is

fatigued, but the body only, is there not the

fame expence of animal fpirits, whether the

proper foul of the man, or feme other fpirit,

be at work in the fenfory ? The fame qttan-

tity of thought mtift be attended with the fame

expence of animal fpirits.

The author of La
&quot;oraye Philofophte has a

very fingular manner of helping this great dif

ficulty concerning the foul acting upon the

body. I mall only quote the paflage without

making any remark upon it.
&quot; Without

doubt,** fays he* p. 277,
&quot;

it is not by thought
that the foul moves the body, for as it is

not by thought, that the foul enriches cor-

F 2 &quot;

poreal

**
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u

poreal bodies with colours and extenfion,
&quot; neither is it by thought that it ads upon
&quot;

matter, and puts it in motion. It does
&quot; both thefe things, and many others of a
&quot; fimilar nature, by its own energy. The
&quot;

fupreme Being, in creating it, willed that
**

it (hould have, in an eminent manner, the
&quot;

properties of matter, without having the
&quot;

imperfections of it.&quot;

Others think to provide for the necefiary
mutual adion and re-adion between foul and

body, by imagining that there may be fome-

thing like common properties between them,

though by this means they evidently deftroy
the diftindion between thefe two fubftances.

This is remarkably the cafe with the author

of Letters on Materialifm.
&quot; You tell us,&quot; fays he, p. 73,

&quot; that mat-
&quot; ter andfplrit are always defcribed^ as having
&quot; not one common property, by means of which
u

they can affett, or aft upon each other.
&quot; This may be true in the opinion of thofe
&quot;

philofophers, who confider all matter as
u

P&ffi 6 an^ inerti void of every fpecies of
&quot;

force^ aftion^ or energy. But probably fuch
&quot;

negative attributes can fcarcely conftitute

the nature of any being. In every fenti-
&amp;lt;c

ment, indeed, the properties of thefe two
fabftances muft, in part at leaft, eflentially

c
differ, becaufe their natures are ever faid to

be diffimilar ; yet it does not hence follow

that they may not be endowed with powers
*

.&quot;

&quot;

whereby
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whereby mutually to affect and act upon
each other. A being of a fuperior order

may ad: on an inferior one, placed higher
&amp;lt;c on the fcale. It has acquired nobler pro

perties, but it is not therefore deprived of

fuch inferior qualities as are not unalliable

with the more exalted fpecies. Particular

ly, this muft be the cafe where the fuperior

being conftitutes a part of the fame ge-
&quot; neral fyftem ? Thus will the foul be able
&quot; to act on matter, and confequently on its

&quot; own body, which experience likewife feems
&quot; to confirm.

&quot; Why may not matter alfo act upon fpi-

rit, at leaft the moft exalted and refined part

of matter, in a manner perhaps inexpli

cable, but analogous to its inferior nature

and powers? Thus reciprocally will the

body act upon the foul. For this nothing
&quot; feems more requifite than that matter, in

its component elements, fhould be pofleffed
of an atfive force, juftly proportioned to

&quot; their order, and rank of being. It muft
&quot; refide in the elements, and thefe muft be
&quot;

fimple, becaufe no force could ever inhere
&quot; in a fubftance ever divifible j and were not
&quot; the elements adtive, their compounds never
&quot; could be ;

no more than a percipient brain
&quot; could arife from impercipient particles.

&quot; The material elements then, I conceive to

bejimp/e and affive, active in various de-

grees, according to their fcale of being, or

the part they are by infinite wifdom deftin-

F 3

t(

i(

&quot;



70 D I S Q_U I S I T I O N S ON
ed to fill. The human body, a compound

&quot; of thefe elements, and the brain particular*
&quot;

ly, muft he conceived as an inftrument
4 mounted in the mod exadt accord of parts
&quot; to parts, and as endowed with the greateft
&amp;lt;c energetic powers of which body is fufcept-
&quot;

ible. It is thus rendered a fit habitation for
tc a fubftance fimple and highly adtive, as is

&quot; the foul.
&quot; The foul, as a fuperior being, muft have,

&amp;lt;f

additionally, other fuperior attributes, fome
* c of which may be roufed into adtion by the
&quot;

impulfe of an inferior agent the body,
* whilft the more eminent (though not, from
&quot; the pre-eftablifhed laws of union, indepen-
* c dant in their operations) are, however, out
* of the reach of any immediate and diredt
&quot;

bodily adtion. Thus will the various men-
&quot;

tal powers be progreffively brought into
&amp;lt;c

action, and man will feel, will perceive,
* c

will think, and will reafon, juft as the ref-
ic

pedlive operative caufes exert: their in^
&amp;lt;c fluence.

&quot; In the fyftem of occafi&nal caufes (where-.
&quot; in all matter is fuppofed to be paflive and
&quot;

lifelefs, and wherein even the foul itfelf,

^
though faid to be active, never affs) the

Deity is introduced as the only mover, and
and real agent, but is

reprefented
as ever

&quot; determined to adt by the view of the dif-

ferent ftates in which he himfelf has placed
the external beings. The dodlrine of phy~
fcql infumce is, in my opinion, the only

&quot;

f c
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&quot;

philofophical notion. Here the t\vo fub-
&quot; ftances mutually act and re-at upon each
&quot;

other.&quot;

I do not imagine that the more acute im-

materialifts will think themfelves under any

obligation to this defender of their principles,

either for giving fpirit fuch inferior quali
ties as are not unalliable with the more exalted

fpecies of matter, or for enduing matter with

that active power, which is generally thought

peculiar to fpirit becaufe, in fact, this hy-

pothefis entirely confounds the two fubftances,

and lays a foundation for the grofleft mate

rial ifm. For the moft exalted and rejined part

of matter cannot be deemed to differ efientialiy

from the groffcji matter. For difference in

fize is all that the terms exalted and refined

can pofTibly fignify when applied to matter.

An immaterial foul, therefore, mu ft be wholly

incapable of action and re-action with the

moft exalted and refined, as well as with the

grofleft corporeal fyftem. A foul, capable of

this mutual action with body, muft have fome-

thing grofs in itfelf, and therefore muft be

degraded from holding that very high and

diftinguifhed rank in the fcale of being, which

has been affigned to it by thofe who con-

fider it as infinitely flipcrior to matter,

This writer alib fays that the aSihie force

which he afcribes to matter muft re fide in the

fimple elements of it, becaufe, as he fays,
&quot; no

&quot; force could ever inhere in a fubftance ever
&quot;

divifible, and were not the elements active

F 4
&quot; their
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&amp;lt;

c their compounds never could be fo.&quot; But
did not this writer know that it is even de-

monftrable that matter is
infinitely dvvijible^

and that therefore, according to his o\vn con-

ceflion, no adive force can ever inhere in it?

This writer, therefore, acknowledging, as he

does, the neceffity of a phyfical influence be

tween the body and the mind, muft neceflari-^

ly abandon the notion of two dijlinft princi

ples, and adopt that of the uniform compojition

of the whole man.

The vulgar, who confider fpirit as a thin

aerialJubjiance, would be exceedingly puzzled .

if they were to endeavour to realize the rno-^

derri idea of a proper immaterial being ;
fince

to them it would feem to have nothing^yiVn^
in its nature, but to be only a negation ofpro

perties, though uifguifed under the pofitive

appellation cfjpirit. To them it muft appear
to be the idea of nothing at all, and to be in&amp;lt;-

capable of fupporting any properties.

Metaphyficians, however, affirm that we
have as clear an idea of fpirit, as we have of

matter, each being- equally the unknown fup-

port of known properties, matter of exten-

fion and folidity, and Jpirit of fenfation and

thought. But ftill fince \\~\z fubffance is conr-

feffedly unknown to us, it muft alfo be un
known to us what properties it is capable of

fupporting ; and, therefore, unlefs there be a

real inconfiftency in the properties themfelves,
%
thofe which have hitherto been afcribed to

both
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both fubftances may belong to either of

them.

For this reafon Mr. Locke, who maintains

the immateriality of the foul, and yet main
tains that, for any thing we know to the

contrary, matter may have the property of

thought fuperadded to it, ought to have con

cluded that this is really the cafe ; fince, accord

ing to the rules of philofophizing, we ought
not to multiply caufes without neceffity,
which in this cafe he does not pretend to.

I fhall conclude this fedlion with a quota^
tion from the author of Reflections on the Ex-

ijlence of the /?#/, and of the Exijience of God^
as reprefented in the Examen du Fatalifme,
vol. i. p. 390.

&quot;

If,&quot; fays he,
&quot; the opera-

* tions afcribed to the mind may refult from
&quot; the powers of matter, why mould we fup-
&quot;

pofe a being that is ufelefs, and which
* folves no difficulty \ It is eafy to fee that
&quot; the properties of matter do not exclude
&quot; thofe of intelligence, but it cannot be ima-^

14
gined how a being, which has no property

&quot; befides intelligence, can make ufe of mat-
&quot; ter. In reality, how can this fubftance,
&quot; which bears no relation to matter, be fen^
* c fible of it, or perceive it ? In order to fee
&quot;

things, it is neceflary that they make an
**

impreffion upon us, that there be fome
&quot; relation between us and them, but what
&quot; can be this relation ?&quot; I fhall only obferve

ppon this paflage, that we can never leave

the
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the road of found philofophy, without giving

advantage to atheills and unbelievers.

SECTION VII.

Of the VEHICLE of the Soul.

MANY
modern metaphyficians, finding

fome difficulty in uniting together

things fo difcrepant in their nature as a pure
immaterial fubjiance and fuch grofs matter, as

that of which the human body and brain are
j

compcfed, have imagined that this connection

may be better cemented by means of fome

intermediate material fubftance, of a more re

fined and fubtle nature than that which is the

objecl of the fenfes of fight or touch. Upon
the diffolution of the body by death, they

fuppofe that* this fubtle vehicle of the foul is

fet loofe from its connection with it, and fiies

off, unperceived by any of the fenfes, toge
ther with the immaterial foul, from which
it is infeparable, into the intermediate ftate.

This, in facl:, is nothing more than taking
the titiuxov of the ancients, or the popular

ghoft of all countries, which was all the

thinking principle that they had any idea of,

and making it a kind of body to fomething
of which the ancients and the vulgar had no
idea. But this modern vehicle of the foul is

altogether a creature of imagination and hy-
pothefis, and in reality without explaining
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any one phenomenon, or removing one real

difficulty. For fo long as the matter of which
this vehicle confifts, has what are fuppofed to

be the eflential properties of all matter, viz.

Jblid extent^ its union with a truly immaterial

fubftance mu ft be juft as difficult to conceive,

as if it had been the fubjecl of all our corpo
real fenfes. To the vulgar, indeed, the atte

nuation of matter may make it feem to ap

proach to the nature offpirit ; but the philo-

fopher knows that, in facl, no attenuation of

matter brings it at all nearer to the nature of

a fubftance that has no common property with

matter.

Mr. Wollafton, however, who is certainly
a very refpedtable writer, and treats pretty

largely of this fubjecl:, of a vehicle for the

foul, not attending to thefe obvious confidera-

tions, feems to confider the immaterial foul as

a fubftance capable of the rnoft intimate union
with this fubtle material vehicle. I {hall pre-
fent my reader with this writer s ideas on the

fubjecl, and fubjoin fome remarks upon it.

I might quote what many others have ad

vanced, but there is no end of purfuing fuch

mere creatures of imagination, and the far

ther difcuflion of the fubjecl: would be inex*

cufable trifling.
&quot; The human foul,&quot; fays Mr. Wollafton,

p. 364,
* c

is a cogitative fubftance, clothed in
&quot; a material vehicle, or rather united to it,

* c and as it were infeparably mixed (1 had al-

* c moft faid incorporated) with it, Thefe act
&quot; in
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44 in conjunction, that which affects the one,
44

affefting the other. The foul is detained
4&amp;lt; in the body (the head or brain) by fome
&amp;lt;4

fympathy, or attraftion between this ma-
&quot;

terial vehicle and it, till the habitation is

44
fpoiled, and this mutual tendency inter-

44
rupted (and perhaps turned into an averfion)

44
by fome hurt or difeafe, or by the decays

* c and ruins of old age, or the like, happen-
64

ing to the body ; and in the interim^ by
4 * means of this vehicle, motions and im-
&quot;

preffions are communicated to and fro.&quot;

Again he fays, p. 370,
4C If we fuppofe the

4i foul to be a being by nature made to inform
* 4 fome body, and that it cannot exift and
44 aft in a ftate of total feparation from all

44

body that body which is fo neceflary to
44

it, may be fome fine vehicle, that dwells
44 with it in the brain, and goes off with it

44
at death When it fhall, in its proper ve-

&quot;

hide, be let go, and take its flight into the
44

open fields of heaven, it will then be bare
* 4 to the immediate impreffion of objefts.
4&amp;lt; And why fhould not thofe impreffions
44 which affefted the nerves that moved, and
44 affefted the vehicle, and the foul in it,

44 affeft the vehicle immediately, when they
4 * are immediately made upon it, without the
&quot;

interpofition of the nerves. The hand
44 which feels an objeft at the end of a ftaff,
**
may certainly be allowed to feel the fame

44 much better by immediate contact, without
&quot; the ftaff.&quot;

2 On
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On this I would obferve, that by whatever

confiderations it appears that a vehicle is ne-

ceffary to the foul, the body muft at leaft be

equally neceffary to the vehicle. For it by
no means follows, that becaufe external ob

jects can affect the vehicle through the body^

that therefore they would affect it all, and

much lefs better, without its affiftance. It

would then follow, that becaufe the auditory
nerves are affected with founds, by means of

the external and internal ear, that therefore

founds would be heard better without the ear,

the vibrations of the air afting immediately

upon the nerves themfelves ;
and that be

caufe the brain is affected with the feveral

fenfations by means of the nerves, that it

would perceive every thing to much more ad

vantage if it- were expofed to the influence of

all thofe things to which the nerves are ex

pofed. Whereas thefe are all contrary to

fad.

On the contrary, there is the greateft rea-

fon to believe that nothing is provided for us

as a means, or inflrument of fenfation, but

what was naturally proper, and even necef

fary for the purpofe ;
and confequently that,

if thefe means were withheld, the end could

not be attained. Whereas, therefore, the

only means by which we receive our fenfa

tions are the organs of fenfe, the nerves, and
the brain, we ought to conclude, that with

out bodily organs, nerves, and brain, we
could have no fenfations or ideas.

There
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There is fomething curious in Mr. Wot*

lafton s notion concerning the place of the

ouly as determined by the fpecitic gravity of

the grofs body, or of the vehicle to which it

is conne6led ; copied, as it fhould feem, from

Plato or Cicero, who give a fimilar account

of the height to which the foul afcends after

death, according as it is more or Ids weighed
down by its vicious tendency to earthly

things.
&quot; That general law,&quot; fays Wollafton, p k

401,
&amp;lt;c to which bodies are lubjecl:, makes it

&quot; fink in this fluid of air, fo much lightef
&amp;lt;c than itfelf, keeps it down, and fo deter-*

&amp;lt;c mines the feat of it, and of the foul in it)

&amp;lt;c to be upon the furface of this earth, where,
&quot; or in whofe neighbourhood, it was iirft

&quot;

produced. But then when the foul fliall

cc be difengaged from the grofs matter which
** now inclofes and encumbers it, and either
&amp;lt;c becomes naked fpirit, or be only veiled in
&amp;lt;c

its own fine and obfequious vehicle, it muft
&quot; at the fame time be either freed from the
&quot; laws of bodies, and fall under iome other*
&quot; which will carry it to fome proper manfion
&quot; or flate ;

or at leaft, by the old ones, be
&quot;

capable of mounting upwards, in proper-
&amp;lt;c tion to the volatility of its vehicle, and of
&quot;

emerging out of thefe regions, into feme
44 medium more fuitable, and (if the philofcK
4t

pher may fay fo) more equilibrious/
5

This has the appearance of being written

in ridicule of the vehicular Jjjlcm^ but it was
I meant
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meant to be a juft expofition and defence of it.

I would obferve alfo, that this writer, taking
it for granted that all thefe vehicles are fpecifi-

cally lighter than the atmofphere that fur-

rounds the earth, and therefore muft afcend

in it, makes no provifion for the defcent of

any unembodied fpirit into any of the loiver

regions, where moil of the moderns difpofe of

the fouls of the wicked, and where all the

ancients placed the receptacle of all fouls

without diftin&ion.

Even Dr. Hartley, who alcribes fo much
to matter, and fo little to any thing immaterial

in man (nothing but the faculty of fimple

perception) yet luppofes that there is fomething
intermediate between the foul and the grofs

body, which he diftinguifhes by the name of
the injinitejimal elementary body. But, great as

is my admiration of Dr, Hartley, it is very far

from carrying me to adopt every thing in him.

His language, in this inftance, conveys no
clear ideas to my mind, and I confider both

his intermediate body, and immaterial foul, as

an encumbrance upon his fyflem, which, in

every other refpedt, is moft admirably

fimple.
I do not find that any thing has been faid

of the ilate of the vehicle of the foul during

fleep. Does the vehicle require reft as well

as the body and brain
;
and if the foul think

during fleep, where is the repofitory of the

ideas on which it is employed ? Are they
con-
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contained in the vehicle, or the foul it-

felf.

Indeed every thing relating to fleep, is a

very puzzling phenomenon, on the fuppofition
of the diftin&ion between the foul and the body,

efpecially the little evidence that can be pre
tended of the foul being employed at all in a

ftate of really found fleep, excluiive of dream

ing. And furely, if there be a foul diftincT:

from the body, and it be fenfible of all the

changes that take place in the corporeal fyf-

tem to which it is attached, why does it not

perceive that ftate of the body which is term

ed Jlcep ; and why does it not contemplate the

ftate of the body and brain during fleep,

which might afford matter enough for reafon-

ing and reflection ? If no new ideas could be

tranfmitted to it at that time, it might employ
itfelf upon the ftock which it had acquired

before, if they really had inhered in it, and

belonged to it ; taking the opportunity of ru

minating upon its old ideas, when it was fo

circumftanced, that it could acquire no new
ones.

All this we mould naturally expecl if the

foul was a fubftance really diftincl. from the

body, and if the ideas properly belonged to

this fubftance, fo that it was capable of carry

ing them all away with it, when the body
was reduced to duft. The foul, during the

fleep of the body, might be expected to ap-

prpach to the ftate in which it would be when
the
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the body was dead, death being often com

pared to a more found feep* For if it be ca

pable of thinking and feeling when the

powers of the body fhall entirely ceafe, it

might be capable of the fame kind of fenfa-

tion and action when thofe powers are only

fufpended.

SECTION VIIL

OBJECTIONS to the Syjlem of Materialifm

considered*

MOST
of the objections that have been

made to the y^offibility of the powers of

fenfation and thought belonging to matter,
are entirely founded on a miftaken notion of

matter, as being neceffarily inert and impene
trable^ and not a thing poffeffed of no other

powers than thofe of attraction and repulfion,
and fuch as may be confident with them.

With fuch objections as thefe I have properly
no concern, becaufe they do not affect my
peculiar fyftem. Some objections, however,
which are founded on the popular notion ofmat-

ter^ it may be worth while to confider
; becaufe

while they remain unnoticed, they may im-*

pede the reception of any fyftem that bears

the name of materialijrn, how different foever

it may be from any thing that has hitherto

been fo denominated. I fhall, therefore,

briefly reply to every objection that can be

G thought
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thought confiderable^ either in itfelf, or on
account of the perfon who has propofed it.

OBJECTION I. From the difficulty of con

ceiving how thought can arifefrom Matter.

IT is faid we can have no conception how
fenfation or thought can arife from matter,

they being things fo very different from it,

and bearing no fort of refemblance to any
thing likejigure or motlan

;
which is all that

can refult from any modification of matter, or

any operation upon it.

But this is an argument which derives all

its force from our ignorance. Different as are

the properties of fenfation and thought, from
fuch as are ufually afcribed to matter, they

may, neverthelefs, inhere in the fame fub-

ftance, unlefs we can fhew them to be ab-

folutely incompatible with cne another. There
is no apparent refemblance between the

ideas of fight, and thofe of hearing, or

fmelling, &c. and yet they all exift in the

fame mind, which is poffefled of the very
different fenfes and faculties appropriated to

each of them. Befides, this argument, from
our not beipg able to conceive how a thing
can be, equally affefts the immaterial fyftem :

for we have no more conception how the

powers of fenfation and thought can inhere

in an immaterial, than in a material fubftance.

For, in fad, we have no diftindt idea either

of
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of the property, or of the fubjlance of
mind or ipirit. Of the latter we pro-
fefs to know nothing, but that it is not

matter ;
and even of the property of percep

tion, it feems to be as impoffible that we
fhould fully comprehend the nature of it, as

that the eye fhould fee itfelf.

Befides, they who maintain the intimate

union of fubftances fo discrepant in their na

tures as matter and immaterialJpirit, of which

they certainly cannot pretend to have any
conception, do with a very ill grace urge any
objection againft the fyftem of materialifm,

derived from our ignorance of the manner in

which a principle of thought may be fuperadd-
ed to matter.

I would obferve, that by the principle of

thought, I mean nothing more than the power
ofcjimple perception, or our confcioufnefs of the

prefence and effect of feniations and ideas.

For I mall, in thefe difquifitions, take it for

granted, that this one property of the mind

being admitted, all the particular phenomena
of fenfation and ideas, refpeding their reten~

tton, afjociation, &c. and the various faculties

of the mind, to which thofe affeftions of our

fenfations and ideas give rife, as memory, judg
ment, volition, the pajjions, &c. will admit of

a fatisfaftory illuftration on the principles of

vibration, which is an affe6tion of a material

fubftance. I, therefore, admit of no argu
ment for \hefpirituality of the foul, from the

confideration of the exquifitenefs, fubtkty, or

G 2 com-
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cowplexnefs of the mental powers, on which
much flrefs has been laid by ibme

; there

being in matter a capacity for affections as

fubtle and complex as any thing that we can

affirm concerning thofe that have hitherto

been called mental affettions. I confider

Hartley *s Theory of the Mind, as a practical

anfivcr to all objections of this kind.

OBJECTION II. From abftratt Ideas.

&quot;

Matter/ fays Mr. Wollafton, p. 357,
&amp;lt;c can never by itfelf entertain abftrafted, or
&quot;

general ideas, fuch as many in our minds
&quot;

are. For could it reflect upon what pafies
&quot; within itfelf, it could poffibly find there
&quot;

nothing but material and particular impref-
&quot; fions. Abftracl: and metaphyfical ideas
&amp;lt;c could not be found upon it.&quot;

But Mr. Locke and others have obferved,
that all actual ideas are, in fat, particular^
and that abtfra&ion is nothing more than

leaving out of a number of refembling ideas,

what is peculiar to each, and coniidering

only what is common to them all.

OBJECTION III. From the influence of

Reajons.

Mr. Wollafton argues, that the mind can

not be material, becaule it is influenced by
reafons.
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rcafons.
** When I begin to move

myfelf,&quot;

fays he, p. 355,
&quot;

I do it for fome reafon,
&quot; and with rcfpeft to tome end. But who
&quot; can imagine matter to be moved by argu-
&quot;

ments, or ever ranked fyllogifms and de-
&quot; monftrations among levers and pullies ?

44 Do we not fee, in conversation, how a
&quot;

pleafant thing will make people break out
&quot; into laughter, a rude thing into a paflion,
44 and fo on. Thefe affedtions cannot be tlie

44

phyfical effecls of the words fpoken, be-
&quot; caufe then they would have the fame ef-
44

feel:, whether they were underftood or not.
44

It is therefore thefeq/i of the words, which
44

is an immaterial thing, that by palling
44

through the unclcrftanding, and caufmg
&quot; that which is the fubject of the intclledual
44 faculties to influence the body, produces
* 4 thofe motions in the

fpirits, blood, and
&quot; mufcles.

J&amp;gt;

I anfwer, that, fincc it is a facl, that rca

fons, whatever they be, do ultimately move
matter, there is certainly much lefs difficulty
in conceiving that they may do this, in con-

fequence of their being the affedlion of fome
material fubftance, than upon the hypothefis
of their belonging to a fubftance that has no
common property with matter. It is acknow

ledged, that fyllogifms and demonftrations are

not levers and pullies, but neither are the

effects of gun-powder, in removing the hea-

vieft bodies, produced by levers and pullies ,

and yet they are produced by a material caufe.

G 3 To
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To fa^ that reafons and ideas are not things

material, or the affections of a material fub-

ftance, is to take for granted the very thing to

be proved.

OBJ-ECTION IV. From the Unity of Con-

fcioufnefe.

It is afferted, that the foul of man cannot

be material and divifible, becaufe the principle

of confcioufnefs, which comprehends the whole

of the thinking power, is neceflarily fimple,
and indivifible. But before this can be ad

mitted as any argument, it mould be ftriftly

defined what unity of confcioufnefs means. I

profefs that thofe who have hitherto written

about it have given me no clear ideas upon
the fubjecl:. The only meaning that I can

annex to the words unity of confcioufnefs, is a

feeling or perception of the unity of my nature^

or being ;
but all that can be inferred from

this is, that I am only one perfon, one fen-
ticnt and thinking being, and not two perfons,
or two fentient or thinking beings ;

which is

no more an argument that this one fentient

being cannot be divided, than that afpfiere,

being one thing, is a proof that it likewife

confiits of indivifible materials. It is true,

that it is impoffible to divide a fphere fo as

to make it two fpheres ; but (till the matter

of which it confifts is, ftridly fpeaking, di-

vifible, and the matter of it may be fo difr?

united,?



MATTER AND SPIRIT. 87

united, that it (hall entirely ceafe to be a

iphere. So though that fyftem of intelligence

which we call \\~\zfoul of a man, cannot be di

vided into two fyftems of intelligence, it may
be fo divided, or difiblved, as to become no

fyftem of intelligence at all. If any perfon
can define unity of confcioufnefs in a manner
more favourable to the proof of the imma

teriality of the foul, I fhall be glad to hear it,

and to attend to it.

OBJECTION V. From a feparate Confciouf-

nefs not belonging to every Particle of the

Brain.

It is faid to be a decifive argument againft
materialifm, that the confcioufnefs of existence

cannot be annexed to the whole brain, as a

fyftem, while the individual particles of which
it confifts are feparately inconfcious ; fince the

whole Brain, being a collection of parts, can

not poflefs any thing but what is derived from
them. See Letters on Materialijm, p. 67.

But furely there may be a feparate unity of
the w/jo/e nervoys fyftem, as well as of one

atom ; and if the perception that we call

confcioufnefs, or that of any other complex idea,

neceflarily confifts in, or depends upon, a

very complex vibration, it cannot poffibly be

long to a fingle atom, but muft belong to a

. vibratingfyftem, of fome extent.

A certain quantity of nervous fyflem is ne-

ceflary to fuch complex ideas and affections

04 as
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as belong to the human mind ; and the idea

ofje/f, or the feeling that correfponds to the

pronoun / (which is what fome may mean by
confcioufnefs) is not eflen daily different from
other complex ideas, that of our country for in-

ftance. This is a term by which we denote a

part of the world fubject to that form of go
vernment by the laws of which we ourfelves

are bound, as cliftinguifhed from other coun~

tries, fubjet to other political fyftems of go
vernment; and the termJeIf

denotes that fub-

ftance which is the feat of that particular fet

of fenfations and ideas of which thofe that are

then recollected make a part, as diftinguifhed

from other fubftances, which are the feat of

fimilar fets of fenfations and ideas. But it may
be necefiary to confider this objection, with

refpecT: to the faculty of fimple perception, ex-

clufive of the general feeling of confcioufnefs.

For the fame reafon that u
activity, and per-

&amp;lt;c

ceptivity cannot arife from joining together
&quot; dead and inert

parts,&quot;
which is the language

of Mr. Baxter, no powers whatever could be

affirmed of any mafs of matter, becaufe matter

being infinitely di vifible, it is impoflible that the

ultimate parts of it can be pofleflfed of any
powers. And there is no more reafon in nature

why perception may not belong to a fvftem of
matter, as fuch, and not to the component parts
of it) than that life fhould be the property of an
intire animal fyftem, and not of the feparate

parts of it. It may alfo, juft as plaufibly, be faid

that
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thatfound cannot confift of a vibration, in the

air, becaufe no found could refult from the

motion of a fmgle particle of that elaftic

fluid ;
and yet the vibration of the whole

mafs of air is nothing more than the vibra

tions of the feparate particles of which it con-

fifts. It might alfo be faid that no harmony
could refult from a harpfichord, becaufe the

firigle notes, feparately taken, can make no

harmony. Mr. Baxter, however, fays, Ef-

fay on the Soul, p. 236, that &quot; if an active
&quot; and perceptive fubftance have parts, thefe
&quot;

parts muft of neceffity be active and per-
&quot;

ceptive.&quot;

This argument has been much hackneyed,
and much confided in by metaphyficians ;

but, for my part, I cannot perceive the leaft

force in it. Unlefs we had a clearer idea

than it appears to me that any perfon can

pretend to have, of the nature of perception,
it muft be impoffible to fay, a priori, whether

a fingle particle, or a fyftem of matter, be the

proper feat of it. But judging from appear
ances, which alone ought to determine the

judgment of philofophers, an organizedfyjiem,
which requires a confiderable mafs of matter,

is requifite for this purpofe. Alfo, judging

by obfervation, a mafs of matter, duly orga
nized, and endued with life,

which depends

upon the due circulation of the fluids, and a

proper tone of the folid parts, muft neceffarily
have fenfation and perception. To judge of
the perceptive power without any regard to
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affs) and appearances, is merely giving

fcope to our imaginations, without laying-
them under any reftraint; and the confequence
of building fyftems in this manner is but too

obvious. It is high time to abandon thefe

random hypothefes, and to form our conclu-

fions with refpet to the faculties of the

mind, as well as the properties and powers of

matter by an attentive obfervation ofjaffis) and
cautious inferences from them.

OBJECTION VI. From the Comparifon of
Ideas, &c.

It is faid, there can be no comparifon of
ideas, and confequently no judgment, or per

ception of harmony or .proportion, which de

pends upon comparifon, upon the fyftem of

materialifm ;
for that, if the ideas to be com

pared he VIBRATIONS in the brain, they muft
be perceived by a different fubftanee, irifpect-

ing, as it were, and confidering that flate

of the brain. See Letters on Materialifm^

p. 63.
But if the brain itfelf be the percipient

power, as well as the fubjecl; of thefe vibra

tions, it muft both feel the ,effe&amp;lt;3; of every

particular impreffion that is made upon it, and
alfo all that can refult from the combination of
ever fo many impreffions at the fame time

;

and as things that agree and things that dif-

agret cannot imprefs the brain in the fame

manner,
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manner, there is certainly as much founda

tion for a perception of the difference between

truth and falsehood, as upon any hypothefis
of a fuperintending mind. For the mind, it

is evident, has no ideas but what refult from

the ftate of the brain, as the author quoted
above very exprefsly allows. Confequently,
if there be no impreflion upon the brain, there

can be no perception in the mind ;
fo that,

upon any hypothefis that is confident with

known fafts, there can be no ftate of mind
to which there is not a correfpondent ftate of

the brain ; and, therefore, if the brain itfelf

can be the feat of feeling, or of confcioufnefs,

its feeling or confcioufnefs may be juft as va
rious and exten/ive as that of the independent
mind itfelf could be. It is impoffible there

fhould be any difference in this cafe, unlefs

the mind could have ienfations and ideas in

dependent of the ftate of the brain, which

every obfervation proves to be impoffible.
It is a very grofs miftake of the iyftem of

materialifm to iuppofe, with the author of

the Letters on Materialism^ that the vibrations

of the brain are themfelves the perceptions.
For it is eafy to form an idea ,of there being
vibrations without any perceptions accom

panying them. But it is fuppofed that the

brain, befides its vibrating power, has fuper-
added to it a percipient orfentient power, 1ike-

wife
; there being no reafon that we know

why this power may not be imparted to it.

And this, once admitted, all that we know
con-
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concerning the human mind will be found in

the material nervous fyftem ; and this perci

pient power may as well belong to onejjftem
as to one atom.

OBJECTION VII. From the nature ofAtten*

tion.

It has been faid that attention is a ftate of

mind that cannot be the effed of vibration.

See Letters on Materialifm, p. 147. But as

Jimple attention to any idea is nothing more
than the fimiple perception of it, fo a. continued

attention to it is nothing more than a continued

perception of it ;
which is the neceflfary confe-

quence either of the conftant prefence of the

objecT: which excites it, or of the prefence of

other aflbciated ideas, in circumftances in

which it muft neceflarily make the greateft

figure, and ftrike the mind the moft.

I fhall here introduce fome more ofMr.Wol-
lafton s arguments to prove that the body and
the mind muft be different fubftances, though
I think them unworthy of him. My replies
will be very fliort, and fometimes ad bo-*

minem.

OBJEO
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&amp;lt;c

OBJECTION VIII. From the difference be

tween the Ideas and the Mind employed about

them.

&quot; That which perufes the impreflions and
&quot; traces of things in the fantafy and me-

mory muft be fomething diftincl: from the

brain, or that upon which thofe impreflions
&quot; are made. Otherwife it would contem-
&quot;

plate itfelf, and be both reader and book.

Wollafton, p. 358.
But what is the diftindion between the

reader and the book, in an unembodied fpirit,

which certainly muft have a repofitory for its

ideas, as well as be provided with a principle
of intelligence to make ufe of them ? Will

not this argument affect the fimplicity and

indivifibility of fuch a fpirit, to fay nothing
of fuperior intelligences, and of the divine

mind ?

OBJECTION IX. From the Expreffion, MY
BODY, &c.

&amp;lt;c As a man confiders his own body, does
Ci

it not appear to be fomething different from
&quot; the conjiderer^ and when he ufes this ex-
&quot;

preflion, my body^ or the body of me^ may it

** not properly be demanded, who is meant
&quot;

by me, or what my relates to ? Man be-
&quot;

ing fuppofed a perfon confifting of two
2 parts,
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&quot;

parts, foul and body, the whole perfon
&quot;

may lay of this, or that part of him, the
&quot;

foul of me, or the body of me. But if he
&quot; were either all foul, or all body, and no-
&quot;

thing elfe, he could not fpeak in this man-
&quot;

ner.&quot; Wollaflon, p. 350.

According to this merely verbal argument,
there ought to be fomething in man befides

all the parts of which he confifts. When a

man fays, / devote my foul and bodyy what is

it that makes the devotement ? It cannot be

tfie things devoted. Befides, in Mr. Wol-
lafton s own phrafe, it ought, in ftritnefs, to

be the body only that fays my foul. Nothing

furely can be inferred from fuch phrafeology
as this, which, after all, is only derived

from vulgar apprehenfions.

OBJECTION X. From the different Interefts
in Man.

&quot;

It is plain there are two different interefts
u in man, on one fide reaion, on the other
&quot;

paffion, which,- being many times direHy
oppofite, muft belong to different fubjeds.
There are upon many occafions contefts,

and, as it wr

ere, wars between the mind
and the body, fo far are they from being
the fame

thing.&quot; Wollafton, p. 350.
I anfwer, the paffions themfelves are more

evidently at variance than paffion and rea-

fon, and, therefore, by the fame argument*

4 ought

&quot;

&quot;
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ought to be referred to different fubftances in

the human conftitution. If Mr. Wollafton

meant to refer the paflions to the body, there

will be fome danger left defire^ will, and other

faculties, always acknowledged to be mental^

ihould go with them ; and fo, before he is

aware of it, the whole man will be material,

there being nothing left to belong to, or con-

ftitute the immaterial foul.

OBJECTION XL From the Mind fupporting
the Body.

&quot; We may perceive fomething within us
&quot; which fupports the body (keeps it up) di-
&quot; rets its motions for the better prefervation
&quot; of it ;

when any hurts or evils befall it,

&quot; finds out the means of its cure 5 and the like,
&quot; without which it would fall to the ground,

and undergo the fate of common matter.

The body, therefore, muft be confidered

as being under the direction and tuition of
&quot; fome other thing, which is (or fhould be)
&quot; the governor of it, and confequently, upon
&quot; this account, muft be concluded to be dif-
&quot; ferent from it.&quot; Wollafton, p. 350.

I anfwer, we alfo fay that reafon controuls

and directs the paflions, influences the will*

and makes ufe of the memory, that thofe and
all the other faculties of the mind are fubfer-

vient to reafon, &c. Bat does it therefore

follow^

Cf

&amp;lt;c
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follow, that they belong to a different fub-

ftance ?

OBJECTION XIL From the felf-moving
Power of Ibe Soul.

The foul is reprefented by Mr. Baxter and

others, as ejjentially aftive, and poffeffed of a

felf-moving power, in oppofition to matter,

which is neceffarily inert and pa/five.

But if we afk on what authority thefe

pofitions are advanced, it is impoflible they
fhould produce a fingle appearance in favour

of them. The foul, in its prefent ftate, and

we have nothing elfe by which to judge of its

powers, has not a fingle idea but what it re

ceives by means of the organs of fenfe
;
-and

till it has got ideas, it is impoflible that any
of its powers, aftive, or paffive, could have

the leaft employment ;
fo that they could not

appear even to exift. Senfations and ideas

comprehend all the objects of thought, and

all the exertions, or emotions of the foul, as

far as we can obferve, always fucceed fenfa-

tions or ideas ; and, to all appearance, are as

much occajioned and produced by them, as any
effect in nature can be faid to be produced by
its proper caufe

; the one invariably following
the other, according to a certain eftablifhed

law.

In fact, a ball, a&amp;lt;Sted upon by a foreign me
chanical ixnpulfe, may jult as well be faid to

have
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have a felf-moving power as the foul of rpan ;

fenfations and ideas being as properly an im~

pelling force refpedling the mind (fince they

always precede, and regulate, both the judg
ment and the will) as the ftroke of a rod* &c.
is an impelling force with refpecl: to the ball*

Nothing can prove a felf-moving power* in

the foul, but a clear cafe of the decifion of the

judgment, a determination of the will, or

fome other exertion of the mental faculties,

without any preceding fenfations or ideas
; or,

at leaft, without fuch as ufually precede fuch

judgments, determinations, or exertions. Bu
while thofe fenfations and ideas, which can

not be denied to have a real influence upon the

mind, always precede mental determinations,

&c. it is itnpoffible not to conclude, according
to the eftablifhed rules of philofophizing, that

thofe fenfations and ideas are the proper

moving powers of the foul
; and that without

them it would have been incapable of any
motion or determination whatever. And this,

if we judge at all from obferwation and expe
rience

, we mult conclude to be actually the

cafe.

OBJECTION XII I, From the unwearie

ture of the thinking Principle.

Mr. Baxter likewife fays, Effay on the Hu
man Souh p. 433, That &quot; the confideration of
&quot; the indefeafiblenefs, or unweariednefs of

H the
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4C the principle of thought in us, Ihould
&quot;

perfectly fatisfy us of the immateriality of
&quot; our thinking part. We feel our bodies
&quot;

every now and then finking down under
4t their own infirmities ; but the thing that
46 thinks in us would never give over, if the
&quot;

body could keep up with it. It is bufy all

u the day with the body, and all the night
&quot; without the body, and all the day with the
* body again ; and thus in a conftant circle,
4C without refpite or intermiffion, that we can
&quot;

perceive by our ftricteft enquiry. For the
46

body no fooner finks down in wearinefs and
&quot;

(lumber, than this thing within us enters
&quot;

upon other fcenes of action, and hears and
u fees things worth enquiring into, and this
&quot; without a fubferviency of its organs, which
* are then difabled from their function.&quot;

This is altogether a mifreprefentation of the

fact. The brain, indeed, is a thing fo far

diftinct from the reft of the fyftern, as that it

may be but little affected by feveral diforders,

under which the reft of the fyftem may la

bour ; as the legs may be found while the arms

are difeafed, or rather as the bones may con

tinue found, while the mufcular flefli is difor-

dered, &c. In a cafe of this kind, where the

brain is not itfelf immediately affefred, as

the thinking faculty depends upon the brain,

it may be vigorous, when the reft of the body
is very languid. But that the foul enters up
on new fcenes of action, without the help of

the body in fleep, is deftitute of any one faft

or
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or obfervation to fupport it. We are, accord

ing to all appearance, juft as much fatigued
with thinking as with walking, and to fay that

it is the body only that is fatigued, in this cafe

and not the mind
itfe[f\

is ahfolutely gratis
dictum. There is juft the fame reafon to con

clude, that the thinking powers are exhaufted,
in the one cafe, as that the walking powers are

exhaufted in the other. That we think at all,

in perfectly found fleep, , is by no means

probable. On the contrary, according to ap

pearances, the thinking powers are refrefhed

by reft in fleep, exactly as the mufcular

ftrength is recruited by the fame means.

OBJECTION XIV. From abfence of Mind.

It is faid by Mr. Baxter, Effay on the Soul,

p. 428, That &quot;

it is altogether inconfiftent
&quot; with the materiality of the thing that thinks
&quot; in us, that we are fometimes fo wholly
&quot;

occupied in the contemplation of fome ab-
&quot; fent objedls, or fome purely ideal thing,
u that we are quite impercipient of objects
&quot; round us, and which at prefent at upon
&quot; our fenfes.&quot; Among other inftances, he

afterwards, p. 430, mentions the conftant

prefliire of our own bodies, occafioned by gra
vitation, whether we walk, fit, or lie.

But nothing is requifite to folve the diffi

culty in thefe cafes but the fuppofition, that

whatever be the effect cf any fenfation or

H 2 idea
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idea upon the brain, the impreflion may be

fo ftrong as to overpower all other impreffions.
This we know is actually the cafe with the

eye. Let a man look attentively upon any

very bright objecl:, and immediately after

wards turn his eyes upon whatever other ob-

jedts he pleafes, and he either will not fee

them at all, or they will all appear to be of

the fame colour
;

fo that, in this violent af-

fe&ion of the eye, fainter impreffions are not

fenfibly perceived, though they cannot but be

made upon the eye in thofe circumftances, as

well as others. Now the brain is of the very
fame fubftance with the retina^ and optic
nerves

;
and therefore muft be fubjecT: to a fi-

milar affeftion.

This writer explains thefe cafes by fup-

pofing that the mind &quot;

voluntarily employs
&quot;

itfelf, while it is thus inattentive to things
&quot;

prefent) in the earneft confideration of fome
&quot;

things that are abfent&quot; Rutvo/itrn is not

at all concerned in the cafe
;
for nothing can

be more evident than that this abjence of mind
is altogether an involuntary thing. It is not

choice that either leads to it, or prolongs it ;

for this would imply that the mind had been

aware of other objects having folicited its

attention, and that it had peremptorily re-

fufed to give any attention to them. Where
as at the clofe of a reverie of this kind, the

mind is always inconfcious of any foreign

objecls having obtruded themfelves upon it

at all, juft as in the cafe of found fleep.
OB-
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OBJECTION XV. From the corruptibility of
Matter.

The greateft caufe of that averfion which
we feel to the fuppoiition of the foul being
material, is our apprehenfion, that it will

then be liable to corruption, which we ima

gine it cannot be if it be immaterial. But,
for any thing that we know, neither of thefe

inferences are juft, and therefore no advan

tage whatever is, in fadt, gained by the mo
dern hypothefis. All things material are not

liable to corruption, if by corruption be meant

diffblufiofa except in circumftances to which

they are not naturally expofed. It is only

very compound bodies that are properly liable

to corruption, and only vegetable and animal

fubftances ever become properly putrid, and

offenjive, which is the real fource of the ob

jection.
It is poffible, however, that even a human

body may be wholly exempt from corruption,

though thofe we have at prefent are not, as is

evident from the account that the apoftle
Paul gives of the bodies with which we mall

rife from the dead ;
when from earthly they

will become fpintual^ from corruptible, in

corruptible ;
and from mortal, immortal.

Befides, how d^es it follow that an im
material fubftance cannot be liable to decay or

diflblution, as well as a material one ? In

fadt, all the icafon that any perfon could ever

H 3 have
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have for imagining this, muft have been that

an immaterial fubftance, being, in all ref-

pefts, the reverfe of a material one, muft be

incorruptible, becaufe the former is corruptible.

But till we know fomething pojltive concern

ing this fuppofcd immaterial lubftance, and

not merely its not being matter, it is impof-
fible to pronounce whether it may not be

liable to change, and be diflblved, as well as

a material fubftance. Neceffary immutability,
is an attribute that cannot be demonftrated

except of God only ;
and he who made all

things, material or immaterial, may have

fubjec~led them to whatever laws he pleafes,

and may have made the one as much fubjet
to change and decay as the other, for any
thing that we know to the contrary : fo that

all our flattering notions of \htjimplie
ity and

incorruptibility
of immaterial fubftances are

mere fancy and chimera, unfupported by any
evidence whatever. The foul has been flip-?

pofed to be neceffarily incorruptible, becaufe

it is indi vifible9 but that argument I prefume
was fufficiently anfwered, when it was fhewn
that ideas which have parts^ as moft of our

ideas mariifeftly have, cannot exift in a foul

that has no parts ;
fo that the fubjed of

thought, in man cannot be that fimple and

indivifible, and confequently not that indif-

cerptible thing tha,t it has? been imagined to

be.

SECTION
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SECTION IX.

Of the ObjeBion to the Syjtem of Materialifm
derivedfrom the Confideration of f&e

ESSENCE.

IT
will be faid, that if the principle of

thought in man may he a property of a

material fubftance, the divine Being himfelf

may be material alfo ; whereas, it is now al-

moft univerfally believed to be the doctrine of

revelation, that the Deity is, in the ftritteft

fenfe of the word, an immaterialfubftance, in

capable of local prefence ; though it will* be-

(hewn in its proper place, that the facred

writers fay nothing about fuch a fubftance.

Confidering how much this fubjeS is above

all human comprehenfion, it is no wonder
that the moft oppofite opinions mould have

been maintained with refped to it. But this

confideration, at the fame time that it ought
to check our boldnefs, ought, likewife, to have

taught us mutual candour and indulgence.
I am fully aware how difficult it is to ex-

prefs myfelf with clearnefs on a fubjecl: fo ex

tremely obfcure, and how hazardous it is to

advance the very little that any man can fay
on this fubjed. But I fhall not, on this ac

count, decline fpeaking freely and fully to

every difficulty that either has been urged
H 4 againft
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againft the fyftem of the materiality of man,
or that has occurred to myielf with refpecl: to

it
;
and the objections which arife from the

confideration of the divine eiience, are of

{uch particular confequence, that I fhall treat

of them in thi$ feparate feftion. I only beg
thofe who are friends to freedom of thought
and inquiry, to attend to the few confedera

tions that I ihall offer on this very difficult

fubje&amp;lt;a.

In the firft place, it muft be confcfied,

with awful reverence, that we know but little

of Gurfehes, and therefore much lefs of our

Maker, even with refpect to his attributes,

We know but little of the works of God,
and therefore certainly much lefs of his ef-

feme.
In fact, we have no proper idea of any

effence whatever, Our afcribing irnpenetra*-

bility to matter might make us imagine that

we had fome kind of idea of its fubftance,

though this was fallacious
;
but now that, by

a rigid attention to the phenomena, and a

ftricl; adherence to the laws of philofophizing,
we have been obliged to deny that matter

has any fuch property, but merely powers
of attraction and repuliion, it will hardly be

pretended that we have any proper idea of the

fubftance even of matter, confidered as diverted

of all its properties. The term fubftance, or

eflence, .therefore, is, in far, nothing more
than a help to cxprejjiw y as we may fay, but

not at all to conception,

We
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We cannot fpcak of attraction or repulfion,
for example, but as powers belonging to,

and refiding in fome thing, fubftance, or ef-

fence, but our ideas do not go beyond thefe

powers ;
and when we attempt to form any

thing of an idea of the fubftance of matter,

exclufive of the powers which it has, and ex^

clufive of the impenetrability which it has not,

all ideas vanifh from the mind, and nothing,

abfolutely nothing, is left for an object of

contemplation. If it be ftill called a fubftance,

it is, however, as immaterial a one as any
perfon can wifh for. In reality, the term

immateriality never did, or could fuggeft any
idea whatever, That the term fubftance and

eflence are of no ufe but as modes of expref-

fion, is evident from our fpeaking of they^-

Jlance or
ejjence of things, as if they themfelves

were only properties.
If then our ideas concerning matter do not

go beyond the powers of which it is pofiefled,

much lefs can our ideas go beyond powers,

properties, or attributes, with refpecT: to the

divine Being ;
and if we confine our definition

of God to thefe, it is not poffible that we can

make any miftake, or fuffer by our mifcon-

ceptions. Now the powers and properties of

the Divine mind, as clearly deduced from the

works of God, are not only fo infinitely fu-

perior to thofe of the human mind, when
; there is fome analogy between them, but fo

eflentially different from them in other re-

fpeds, that whatever terrn we make ufe of to

(denote
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denote the one, it muft be improperly applied
to the other.

In two circumftances that we do know,
and probably in many others of which we
have no knowledge at all, the human and

divine nature, finite and infinite intelligence,

moft effentially differ. The firft is, that cfur

attention is neceiTarily confined to one thing,
whereas he who made, and continually flip-

ports all things, muft equally attend to all

things at the fame time
;
which is a moft

aftonifhing, but neceflary attribute of the one

fupreme God, of which we can form no con

ception ;
and confequently, in this refpecl:, no

finite mind, or nature, can be compared with

the Divine.

Again, the Deity not only attends to every

thing, but muft be capable of either producing
or annihilating any thing. For fince all that

we know of bodies, are their powers, and the

divine Being changes thofe powers at plea-

fure, it is evident that he -can take them all

away, and confequently annihilate the very
fubftance ;

for without powers, fubftance is

nothing. And fince he can communicate

powers, it is evident that he can produce
fubftance. So that, in this refpecl; alfo, as

the Divine powers, fo the Divine nature muft
be effentially different from ours

;
and confe

quently no common term except fuch com-

prehenfive terms as being^ nature, &c. can be

properly ufed to exprefs them both.

Again,
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Again, as the Divine nature has properties

incompatible with all created and finite na

tures, fo though there muft be fome common
property in all beings that have any action or

influence upon one another, there is no evi

dence of the Divine nature being poflefled of

the properties of other fubftances in fuch a

manner as to be intitled to the fame appella
tion. For example, the Divine eflfence can

not be the objecl: of any of our fenfes, as

every thing that we call matter is. For

though the divine Being, in order to his

a&ing every where, muft be every where, we
are not fenfible of his prefence by our fight,

hearing, or feeling, &e.
There is, therefore, upon the whole, ma

nifold reafon to conclude, that the Divine

nature, or eflence, befides being fimply un
known to us, as every nature or eflence is,

has properties moft eflentially different from,

every thing elfe
;
and therefore we fhall cer

tainly deceive ourfelves if we call things fo

different from one another by any common
name.

Upon the whole, it is plain, that no proof
of the materiality of man can be extended, by
any juft analogy, to a proof or evidence of

a fimilar materiality of the Divine nature ;

for the properties or powers being differ

ent, the fubftance or eflence (if it be any
convenience to us to ufe fuch terms at all) muft
be different alfq.

If
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If by the term immaterial we fimply mean

to denote a fubftance that has properties and

powers effentially different from thofe of

created matter, it is plain that I have no ob-

jeflion to the term, and in this fenfe I do be

lieve it is, in faft, ufeu by the generality of

mankind. But if, with modern metaphyfi-
cians, we intend to denote by it a fubftance

that has no property whatever in common
with matter, and that even bears no relation

to fpace, I muft deny that any fuch fubftance

exifts ; becaufe, according to fuch a defini

tion, the divine Being is ncceflarily cut off

from all communication with, and all action

or influence upon, his own creation.

But let us make ufe of what terms we

pleafe to exprefs the Divine nature, or mode
of exiftence, we are not able to come any
nearer to an adequate conception concerning
them, God is, and ever muft remain the

incompreherifible, the objecT: of our moft pro
found reverence, and awful adoration. Com
pared with him, all other beings are as no~

thing, and
lefs

than
nothing. He jilleth all in

all) and he is all in all.

I would obferve, however, and I think it

but juftice to thofe who may happen to fee

this fubjecT: in a different light from that in

which I have here reprefented it, that fhould

any perfon, on account of the very few cir-

cumftances in which the Divine nature re-

fembles other natures, think proper to apply
the
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the term material to both, the hypothefis
advanced in this treatife concerning the na

ture of matter, which excludes impenetra

bility, or folidity from being a property of it,

(by which, as we may fay, the reproach of
matter is wiped off) makes this to be a very
different kind of materialifm from that groffer

fort, which, however, has been maintained

by many pious chriftians, and was certainly
the real belief of moft of the early Fathers.

It is only on account of the notion that

matter is necefiarily inert, and abfolutely in

capable of intelligence, thought, or action,

that it has been deemed dangerous to afcribe

it either to a finite, or to the infinite mind ;

but when this reproach is wiped away, the

danger vanifhes of courfe. It is the powers
of fupreme intelligence, omnipotence, un
bounded goodnefs, and univerfal providence,
that we reverence in the Deity ; and whatever

be the eflence to which we believe thefe powers

belong, it muft appear equally refpetable to

us, whether we call it material or immaterial ;

becaufe it is not the fubftance, of which we
have no idea at all, but the properties that are

the objed: of our contemplation and re

gard.
All that we can pretend to know of God,

is his infinite wifdom, power, and goodnefs.
We fee, and feel the effedls and influence of

thefe every moment of our lives
;

but it is

impoffible we fhould fee or feel the fub-

ftance to which thefe powers belong ; and,

2 there-
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therefore, all that we can conceive, or pro
nounce concerning it, muft be merely hypo
thetical

;
and provided that every perfon is

fully fatisfied that his own ideas of the Di
vine eflence are confiftent with the known at

tributes of divinity, they muft neceflarily be

equally fafe, and equally innocent. We are

all agreed with refpedt to every thing that

concerns us, viz. the divine works, and the

divine attributes
;

and we differ only with

refpeft to an opinion which, circumftanced

as this is, cannot poffibly affet us.

It is faid, that matter can only be affiedupon^
and is neceflarily incapable of atting, or be-

ginning attion. This conclufion we have been

led to form, by obferving that every motion
in matter, with which we are acquainted, was

preceded by fome other motion
;
which we

therefore confider, and properly enough, as

the caufe of the fubfequent motion. But, for

the very fame reafon, we might conclude,
that what we call fpirit, or mind, is equally

incapable of beginning ation or motion ;

becaufe every idea, every thought, and every
determination of the mind of man, is pre
ceded, and, ftriHy fpeaking, caufed by fome
other idea of the mind, or feniation of the

body ; and, therefore, judging by what we
know of ourfelves, mind ought to be conclud-

to be as incapable of beginning motion as the

body itfelf. As far as we know from expe
rience, both are equally paffive, the one be

ing abfolutely governed by intellectual laws,

4 and
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and influences, and the other by corporeal
ones.

Of the beginning of motion^ or attwn, we
muft fit down with acknowledging, that we
have, in reality, no conception at all

;
and

the difficulty is by no means removed, or in

the fmalleft degree lefiened, by Ihifting it

from matter to mind. Mr. Locke very juftly

obferves, E/ay, vol. ii. p. 147, that &quot;

it is as
** hard to conceive felf motion in a created im-
&quot;

material, as in a created material being, con-
&quot; fider it how we will.&quot; And certainly the dif

ficulty of our conception is not leffened by
transferring it from a created to an uncreated

being.
We know there muft be zjirft canfe of all

things, becauie things do adlually exift, and

could never have exifted without a caufe, and

all fecondary caufes necefiarily lead us to a

primary one. But of the nature of the exijl-

ence of this primary caufe, concerning which

we know nothing but by its effefts^ we cannot

have any conception. We are abfolutely con

founded, bewildered, and loft, when we at

tempt to fpeculate concerning it, and it is no

wonder that this fhould be the cafe. We
have no data to go upon, and no force of

mind to fupport us in it. All we can fay is,

that this fpeculation, attended as it is, with

infuperable difficulties, is atfended with juft

the fame, and no greater difficulty, on the

idea of the mind being material or immaterial.

And the fyftem of matenalifm has unqueftion-

ably
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ably this advantage, that it is entirely fre

from another difficulty, viz. how an immaterial

fubjlance can abt upon matter^ a difficulty

which, in my idea, amounts to an abfolute1

impojjibility, as thole fubftances have hitherto
1

been defined.

As to the difficulty arifing from the divine

material effence penetrating other matter, it

has no place at all in the hypothefis advanced

from Mr. Bofcovich and Mr. Michell ; and

certainly this idea is much more confonant to

the idea which the facred writers give us of

the omniprefence of the divine Being, and of

hisji!/mg all in all, than that of a being who
bears no relation to fpace, and therefore can

not properly be faid to exift any where
;
which

is the doctrine of the rigid immaterialifts.

In the fcriptures, the divine Being is faid

to be a fpirit ; but all that is there meant by
fpirit is an invijible power. The divine works
are vifible and aftonifhing, but hintfelfno man
hasfeen, or canfee.

That fuch an idea as many have, or affecl:

to have, of the ftrict immateriality of the di

vine nature, as not exifting in fpace, is not

an idea of much importance, at leaft, may
with certainty be concluded from its not being

fuggefted to us in the fcriptures, and efpe-

cially in the Old Teftament. All that we are

there taught concerning the nature of God, is

that he made all things, that he fees and
knows all things, that he is prefent in all

places, and that he fuperintends and governs
all
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all things; alfo, that he had no beginning,
that he can have no end, and that he is inca

pable of any change. Farther than this we
are not taught.
On the contrary, it appears to me, as

will be feen in its proper place, that the idea

which the fcriptures give us of the divine na

ture is that of a Being, properly fpeaking, every
where prefent^ conftantly fupporting, and at

pleaiure controling the laws of nature, but

not the objecl: of any of our fenfes
; and that,

out of condelcenfion, as it were, to the weak-
neis of human apprehenfion, he chofe, in the

early ages of the world, to fignify his pecu
liar prefence by fome injiblefymbol^ as that of
a fupernatural bright cloudj or fome other

appearance, which could not but imprefs their

minds with the idea of a real local prefence.
He is alfo generally reprefented as refiding in

the heavens, and from thence infpedting and

governing \he wr

orld, and efpecially the af

fairs of men. This, indeed, is not a philofo-

phically juft, but it is an eafy^ and a very
innocent manner of conceiving concerning
God.

SECTION
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SECTION X.

Of the Principles of HUMAN NATURE ac

cording to the Scriptures.

HAD
man confifted of two parts, fo effen-

tlally different from each other as mat

ter andj^/r// are now reprefented to be, and

had the immaterial been- the principal part,

and the material fyftem only fubfervient to it,

it might have been expected that there would

have been fome exprefs mention of it, or de

claration concerning it (this being a thing of

fo much confequence to us) in \he
fcriptures&amp;gt;

which contain the hiftory of the creation,

mortality, and refurreUon of man. And yet
there is not only a moil remarkable filence on

the fubject of the immateriality of the human
foul in theie facred books, even where we
ihould moft naturally have expected fome ac

count of it, but many things are there ad

vanced, which unavoidably lead us to form a

different conclufion
;

and nothing can be

be found in thofe books to countenance the

vulgar opinion, except a few paflages ill

tranflated, or ill underftood, flanding in ma-
nifeft contradiction to the uniform tenor of the

reft.

The hiftory of the creation of man is fuc-

cinCtly delivered in Gen. ii. 7. And the L r,rd

Godformed man of the dnji of the ground, and

breathed
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breathed Into his nojlrih the breath of life, and
man became a living foul. We fee here, that

the whole man (for nothing is faid of his body
in particular) was made of the duft of the

ground. No part of him is faid to have had
a higher or different original ; and furely fo

very important a circumftance as that of an
immaterial principle, which could not be from
the duft, would not have been omitted, if

there had been any fuch a thing in the com-

po lition.

Wheri the whole man was completely
formed, arid not before, we are next inform

ed, that God made this man, who was life-

lefs at firft, to breathe and live. For it evi

dently follows from the text, that nothing
but trig circumftance of breathing made the

difference between the unanimated earth, and
the livingfoul. It is not faid that when one
conftituent part of the man was made, an

other neeeiTary conftituent part, of a very dif

ferent nature, was fuperadded to it
; and that

thefc two, united, cohftituted the man ; but

duly that that fubftance which was formed of
the

ditft of the earth became a livingfoul, that

is became alive, by being made to breathe.

That no ftrefs is to be laid upon the word

#3i, which we tranflateyS^/ (though it would
be moft of all abfurd to fuppofe, as we muft
have done, from a fair conilruclion of this

paffage, that the duft of the earth could be

converted into an immaterial foul) is evident

from the ufe of the fame term in other places,
1 2 in
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in which it is ufed as fynonimous to man, the

whole man, and in fome manifestly fignifies

nothing more than the corporeal, or mortal

fart of man*

Gen. xlvi. 26, AH thefouls that came with

yacob into Egypt, which came out of his loins.

The immaterial principle certainly could not

come from his loins.

Exod. xviii. 4, &quot;The foul that Jinneth it foall

die. Ez. xiii. 19, Tojlay the fouls that Jhould
not

die&amp;gt;
and to fave the fouls that Jhould not

live. Pf. vii. i, 2, Save me, left
he tear my

foul, rending it in pieces. In all thefe paflages
it is moft evident that the word foul is fyno
nimous to man, and that it refers more

immediately to his body ;
fo that hy man be

coming a living fouly nothing can be under-

itood befides his being made alive
;

and the

paflage fuggefls no hint of any thing but the

property of
life being fuperadded to that cor

poreal iyilem which was intirely formed of

the dull: of the earth, in order to make a

complete living man.

Sometimes the word that is here rendered

foul is ufed to exprefs the dead body itfelf, and

is fo translated by us; as Lev. xxi. i, n,
&quot;There foall none be defiled for the dead among
his people, neither JJjall be go in to any dead

body, nor defile himfelffor father or mother.

Ib. xix. 28, Te {hall not make any cuttings in

yourfejhfor the dead. Numb. xix. 13, Who*
ever touches the deed body of any man that is

dead. In this paflage the periphrafis is very
re-
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remarkable ; and if, in this paffage, the

word 2: mOuld be rendered foul, it muft
he tranflated thus, Whofoever touches the dead

fold of a man who flail die. See alfo Hagg.
*.&amp;gt;

In other paffagcs, where the lame word is

by us rendered Joul, there would have been

much more propriety in tranflating it life^

which does not denote a Jubjlance but a pro

perty.
Pf. Ix^xix. 48, Who can deliver his foul

[life] from the hand of the grave. Job xxxiii.

30,
L

/0 bring back his foul [life] from the pit.

Gen. xxxv. 1 8, And it came to pafs as her foul\

[her life]
was departing for foe died, i Kings

xvii. 22, And the foul [the life] of the child

came to him again.
The fame obfervation may be made with

refpedt to the correfponding word in the

Greek, ^yj&amp;gt; 9
in the New Teftament

; as in

Luke xii. 20, Thou fool, this night flail thy

foul [thy life] be required of Ibee
;

that is, this

night thou flalt die.

Beiides, whatever principles we may he

led to afcribe to wan from this account of his

formation in Gen. ii. 7, the very fame we ought
to afcribe to the brutes

;
becaufe the very fame

words are ufed in the account of them by the

fame writer, both in the Hebrew and in the

Septuagint, though they are differently ren

dered in our tranilation. For Gen. i, 24, we
read, And God faid, let the earth bring forth

{he thing creature [rvn ra:] [livingfoul] and

I 3 again,
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again, Gen. ii. 19, And wjbafjoeyer Adam
called every living creature [living foul] that

was the name thereof. For this obfervation I

am indebted to an ingenious and worthy
friend, and I think it valuable and decifive -in

the cafe.

Let us now proceed to the account which
the fcriptures give us of the mortality ofman ^

to fee whether we can find iu any par! age re

lating to this fubjecl: fome trace of an immortal

foul.

Death is firft threatened to man in thefe

terms, Gen. ii. 17, Of the tree of knowledge^

oj good and evil, thou Jhalt not eat of it
; for in

the day that thou eatejl of it thoufialtfurdy die,

Here is no exception made of any part of the

man that was not to die. The natural con-

ftruclion of the fentence imports, that when
ever the decree mould take place,, whatever

was alive belonging to man would wholly ceafe

to live, and become lifelefs earth^ as it had been

originally.
The farrie inference may be made from the

account of the actual Jentence of death pa fled

upon Adam, after his tranfgreflion. Cen. iii.

1 9, In the fweat of thy face fialt thou eat

bread, till thou return unto the ground ; jor
out of it ivtf/i thou taken. For dujt tbcu [not

thy body only] art^ and unto duji Jhalt thou

return. If in this there be any alluiion to an
immaterial and immortal part in man, it is won

derfully concealed ; for nothing appears, upon
the face of the paffage, but that, as the whole

man
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man had been Ufeltfs earth, he would become
lifelefs earth again. Every other conitruclion

is an exprefs contradiction both to the words,
and the fpirit

of the fentence. For what
would have fignified the death of the body^ to

Adam, if there (till remained an inextinguifo-
able principle of lij^? and efpecialiy if, as the

immaterialifts in general fuppofe, he would
afterwards have enjoyed a better

life than he

could have had in conjunction with the body ;

which could only be a clog to it, and obftrut

its exercife and enjoyment.
Belides, according to the common hypo-

thefis, all the punimment that is mentioned

in this fentence, is inflicted upon the mere

pafl-foe injtrument of the foul, whilft the real

criminal was fuffered to efcape.
In general, to interpret what the fcriptures

fay of the mortality of man, which is the uni

form language both of the Old and New
Teftament on this fubje&, of the mortality of
the body only, which is a part of the man that

is of the leaft value, and wholly infignificant
when compared with the other part of his

conftitution, the mind, is exaftly of a piece
with the Trinitarian interpretation of thoie

paflages in the goipels, which reprefent
Chrift as inferior to his father, of his human

f

nature only ; fuppofing the Evangelifts to have

neglected the confideration of his juperior
divine nature

; though if there had been any
fuch thing, it was more efpecialiy requifite that it

I 4 fhould
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fhould have been particularly attended to ia

thofe very paflages.
When the wickednefs of men was fo great

that God was refolved to deflroy them irom
the face of the earth by a flood, he fays,

Gen. vi. 3, My Jpirit foall not always Jlrive
with man, for that he

aljb nfefb (&quot;1^3).
Here

is no mention of any other iuperior principle.

When this flood took place, and almoft

the whole race of mankind was deflroyed by
it, there is ftill no mention made of their im

material fouls, or what became of them. We
only read, Gen. vii. 22, All in whofe noflrils

was the breath of life, of all that was on the

dry land died. And every living fubjlance was

dejlroyed which was upon theface of the ground,
both ma??, and cattle, and the creeping things^
and thefowls of heaven

;
and they were dejlroy

edfrom the earth.

Another occafion on which we might na

turally expecl: fome account of the immaterial

principle in man, if there had been any fuch

thing, is where an account is given of the

deaths of remarkable pei:fons. And yet, though
we have, in the fcriptures, very circumftan-

tial accounts of the deaths of feveral eminent

perfons, with refpet to none of them is there

the leaft hint dropped, that the body only was

dead, but that the immaterial foul was alto

gether unafFe&ed by what had happened to

its grofs companion. This fentiment, which
is capable of a vaft variety of expreffion, never

fails to occur upon iimilar occafions with us ;

and.
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for the fame reafons, could not have

failed to occur to the facred writers, if they
had had any idea of fuch a thing.

Particular mention is made of the deaths of

Abraham, Ifaac, Jacob, Jofeph, Aaron, Mofes,

David, and many others
; but all that is faid

upon any of thefe occafions, is either that the

dying perfon was gathered to bis people, or

that he faff with hisfathers. Now certainly

Jleep does not give us the idea of a perfon s

being alive, and atfive, and efpecially of his

entering upon a new mode of being, in which
he fhould be more alive, more aftive, and
more vigorous than he had ever been be

fore.

In the account of the death of Jofeph, it is

faid, Gen. 1. 26, They embalmed him, and he

was put into- a
coffin

in Egypt. It is not faid

that there was any part of him that was not

embalmed, and that could not be put into a

coffin. Our different notions diftate a very
different language. Upon our grave-ftones
we never fee inferibed, Here lies fuch a per*

fen, but always here lies the body, or the re

mains, or what was mortal of fuch a perfon.
Such an influence have ideas upon language
and cujloms ; and the fame would they have

had upon the language and cuftoms of thofe

ancient times, Jf the ideas and notions had
then exiited.

We have accounts in the fcriptures of fe-

veral perfons having been recalled from death,

and having come to life again \ as of the

dead
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dead man who was raifed to life by the touch

of the prophet s bones, of two children by
Elijah and Elilha ;

of Jairus s daughter, the

young man at Nain, and of Lazarus by our

Saviour; and of other perfons by the apoftles;

and more efpecially of the death and refur-

reftion of our Lord himfelf. Yet, upon none

pf thefe occafions, is there the leaft mention

made of the immaterialfoul, which, upon the

common hypothefis, muft have been in a

ftate of happinefs or mifery, and have been

recalled from thence to its old habitation.

This looks as if, in the apprehenfion of the

facred writers, there was no fuch a thing as a

feparate foul to be recalled
;
but that on the

contrary, the cafe was (imply this, viz. that

the
Kfe&amp;gt; which is no more than a property,

had been loft, and was reftored again. This

too would be confidered as an advantage ;

whereas it has the appearance of cruelty and

injuftice, in the cafe of a good man, as of La

zarus, who had been dead four days, to re

call him from a ftate of unmixed happinefs,
to the troubles and miferies of this life, and

fubjecT: him once more to the pains of

death.

If there be an immaterial foul in man, and

efpecially if the body be a clog to its opera^
tions and enjoyments, it was no favour to

Enoch or Elijah to remove them to another

life with fuch an incumbrance ; and the ge
neral refurre&ion, as I have obferved before,

which we are taught to regard as the great
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ebjetf of chriftian hope, is not merely fuper-*

Jluous, but even undejirabk\ fince virtue would

naturally have had a much more complete
reward without the body.

It is fo evidently the doctrine of the fcrip-

tures, that the ftate of retribution does not

take place till after the general refurredion,

that it is now adopted by great numbers, who,
neverthelefs, cannot be brought to give up
the notion of an immaterial foul. But I wifh.

they would confider what notion they really

have of an immaterial foul paffing thoufands

of years without a fingle idea or fenfation. In

my opinion, it approaches very nearly to its

being no fubftance at all
; juft as matter muft

intirely vaniih, when we take away its pro

perty of extenfan.

If, together with the opinion of the intire

ceffation of thought, they will maintain the

real extftencc of the foul, it muft be for the

fake of the hypothejis only, and for no real

ufe whatever. They who maintain that, with

out a refurrection, there is a fufficient re

ward for virtue, and a ftate of punimment for

vice, taking place immediately after death,

have a folid reafon for contending for an im

material principle, unaffected by the cataf-

trophe to which the body is fubject. But I

can fee no reafon in the world why any chrif
tian, who, as fuch, neceffarily believes the

doctrine of a refurrection (this being the pro

per fundamental article of his faith) mould
be fo zealous for it \ and, indeed, why he

fhould
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ihould not be rather jealous of fuch a notion,
as intefering with \i\sproperfyjlem, fuperfeding
}t, and making \\. fuperfluous, and really unde-

Jirable. The doftrine of a feparate foul moft

evidently embarrafies the true chriftian fyftem,
which takes no fort of notice of it, and is uni

form and confiftent without it. In the fcrip-

tures, the heathens are reprefented to be

without hope, and all mankind as perijfjing at

death, if there be no rejurreffion of the

dead,

Perfons who attend to the fcriptures cannot
avoid concluding, that the operations of the

foul depend upon the body ;
and that between

death and the reiurrecT.ioii there will be &Juf-

penjion of all its powers. And it is obvious

to remark, that if this be the fact, there muft

be a fufficient natural reafon why it mould be

fo
; and, therefore, there is fair ground ta

prefume, that the foul cannot be that inde

pendent being that has been imagined.

According to the chriftian fyftem, the body
is neceflary to all the perceptions and exer

tions of the mind : and if this be the cafe,

what evidence can there be that it is not tfer-

pendent upon the body for its exigence a!fo ?

that is, what evidence can there be that the

faculty of thinking does not inhere in the

body itfelf, and that there is no fuch thing as

a foul feparate from it ? A philofopher, on

feeing thefe appearances, would more naturally
conclude that the body appeared to have

greater powers than he imagined it could

have
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have had, than that an immaterial fpirit could

be fo neceffarily dependant upon a grofs body,
as not to be able to perceive or think without

it. This appears to me, on the firft face of

things, to be by much the more natural con-

cluiion, exclufive of the obligation that all

philofophers are under, not to admit more

canfes than are abfolutely neceffary.

But the moft extraordinary affertion that I

have yet met with, relating to the fubjecl:, is,

that the dodrine of the natural immortality
of the foul is neceflary to be eftablimed, be

fore any regard can be paid to the fcripture

doctrine of a refurredion. For it is faid,
&quot; that

&quot; if the foul be not naturally capable of fur-
&quot;

viving the body, or if death is unavoid-
i6

ably its deftruSion^ then the refurreftion
&quot; muft be the refurredion of what was not
&quot;

in being) the refurredion of
nothing&quot; It is

true that a property fuch as I coniider the

power of thinking to be, cannot exift without

its fubjtance, which is an organized fyftem.
But if this property of thinking neceflarily
attends the property of /zfe, nothing can be

requiilte to the reftoration of all the powers
of the man, but the reftoration of the body,

(no particle of which can be loft) to a ftate of

life.

If we fearch the fcriptures for paflages
more particularly expreflive of the jlate of
man at death, we find in them not only no
trace of fenfe, thought, or enjoywent, but, ory
the contrary, fuch declarations as exprefsly

exclude
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^exclude it; as Pf. vi. 5, In death there is no^

remembrance of the&amp;lt;\ In the grave who jhall

give tbee thanks? fpoken by David when he

was praying for recovery from ficknefs. Pf;

cxv. 47, The dead praije not the Lord, neither

they that go down into filence; and Pf. cxvi.

4, His breath goeth forth, he returneth to

the earth, in that very day his thoughts pe-

rijh.

Job, fpeaking of man as utterly infenfible

in death, expreffes himfelf fo very fully and

diftindly, that it is not poffible to miftake his

meaning. Job, xiv. 7, There is hope of a

tree if it be cut down, that it willfproiit again,
and that the tender branch thereof will not ceafe*

Though the root thereof wax old in the earth,

and the Jlock thereof die in the ground, yet

through tbe fcent of water it will bud, and

bringforth bought like a plant. But-man dieth^

and wafteth away, yea man giveth up the gboji,
and where is he ? As the watersfoilfrom the

Jea, and the flood decays and dries up, fo man
lieth down, and rifeth not till the -heavens be no

more. They Jhall not awake, nor be raifed out

of their Jleep.

Nothing can be more evident than that Job
confidered man as altogether infenfible in deaths

and that he had no notion of his body being
one thing, and himjelf, ti\zfentimt principle^
another. But I cannot help concluding that

in the verfes immediately following thofe

quoted above* he expreffes his belief of a re-

furrection
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furredion to a future life. V. 13, O that

thou would/} bide me in the grave, that thou

wouldjl keep mefecret until thy wrath be pajl ;

that thou wouldft appoint me afet time, and re

member me. If a man dies, fhalihe live again ?

All the days of my appointed time will I wait

[in the grave, as it feems to me] till my change
come, fhouftalt call, and I will anfwer thee:

thou wilt have a dejire to the work of thy
hands.

It is ftill more evident from that celebrated

paflage in the igth chapter of this book, that

all the hope that Job had of a future life was
founded on his belief of a refurrecJion, and

not on a ftate of feparation from the body, of

which he does not appear to have had any
idea.

Job. xix. 25, / know that my redeemer liv-

eth, and that he fhall Jland at the latter day

upon the earth. And though, after my Jkin,
worms dejlroy this body, yet in my fcJJj Jhall I

fee God ;
whom I Jhallfeefor myfelf, and mine

eyes foall behold, and not another^ though my
reins be conjumed within me.

Solomon evidently confiders the whole of

man as equally mortal with brutes. After

having laid Ecc. iii. 17, God Jhall judge the

righteous and the wicked, jor there is a time

thereofor every purpofe, and for every wwk
;

he adds, v. 18, IJaid in my heart concerning
the

ejiate of the fons of men, that God might

mamfejl them, and that they m/g/jtjee that they

tbemfelves are beajls. For that which befalleth
the
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thefons of men befalkth beajls ;
even one thing

befalleth them. As the one dieth, fo dieth the

other. Tea they have all one breath. So that

a man has no pre-eminence over a beajl ; for all

is vanity. All go to one place. All are of the

dujl, and all return to dujl again.
Some confider this paffage as put into the

mouth of a perfon who objects againft reli

gion, or as an objection which had occurred

to the writer himfelf; but I lee no appearance
of any fuch thing ; and the doftrine is per-

feftly agreeable to the uniform tenor of the

fcriptures. After the paffage quoted above,
he adds, Who knoweth the jpirit of man that

goeth upward, and the fpirit of the beajl that

gotth downward to the earth ? But if this paf

fage be interpreted in a fenfe confident with

what goes before, it can only mean that, not-

xvithftanding the difference in the Jorm and

pofture of a man and a beaft
;

in confequence
of which the breath of man goes upwards,
and that of a beaft goes downwards^ there is

no difference between them when they die-

Accordingly, in the very next verfe, he fays
of man, Who fball bring him to fee what Jhaft
be after him ? evidently confidering him as in

a ftate of infenfibility and perfeft ignorance.

Befides, upwards and downwards in this place/

may not relate to the breath^ or any thing re-

prefented by the breath, but to the pojlure of
the body in walking^ man walking with his

head upwards, and the beaft with his head

looking downwards.

This
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This writer, indeed, fpeaking of death,
ufes this expreflion, Ecc. xii. 7, Then fhall
the dnji return to the earth as it was, and the

fpirit flail return unto God who gave it. But
as it is contrary to the whole tenor of the

fcriptures, to fuppofe that the fouls of depart
ed men are in heaven, with God, and Chrift^

where they are faicl not to be till after the re-

furreclion, the meaning of this paffage can

only be, that God, who gave life,
will take

it away; the word fpirit denoting nothing
more than breath, or

life. By the fame kind

of figure our lives are faid, Coll. iii. 3, after

death, to be hid with Chrift in God, and that

when Chrift) who is our life, flail appear, we

alfo flail appear with him in glory. From
which it is evident, that, notwithftanding the

lives of good men are, figuratively fpeaking,
faid to be with God, they are not to appear,
or be manifefted, till the appearance, or fe-

cond coming of Chrift ;
fo that \\\efpirit, or

life, going to God, and remaining with him,

does not imply any ftate of perception, or

enjoyment.
Our Saviour, indeed, feems to ufe the term

foul as expreffive of fomething diftincT: from
the body, but, if he did (which, however,
is not certain] he might do it in compliance
with the prevailing opinion of the times; in

the fame manner as he applies the term pof-

feffed of demons, to madmen, and even fpeaks
to madmen, as if they were actuated by evil

fpirits, though he certainly did not believe

K the
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the exiftence of fuch daemons. Fie fays,

however, Matt. x. 28, Fear not them who kill

the body, but are not able to kill the foul ;
but

rathr fear him^ who if able to dejiroy both

Joul and body in hell.

But when we confider that, according to

the uniform tenor of the fcriptures, and ef-

pecially our Saviour s own difcourfes and pa

rables, there is no punifhment in hell tiil after

the refurredlion 7 it will be evident that his

meaning could only be, that men have power
over us only in this life^ but God in the

life to

come
; meaning by the joul^ the life, and in

this place, thefuture and better
life of man in

oppofition to the prefent. Alio when the

apoUle Paul, I Their, v. 23, fays, Ipray God

your whole Jpirit^ andfoul, and body, be pre

ferred blamelefs until the coming of our Lord

yefus Cbrift) he only ufes thefe terms as de

noting, in the philoiophy of his time (which
had fpread even among the Jews) all that con-

flituted a complete man, without hinting at the

poffibility of &njJeparation of the feveral parts.
Had the.facred writers really believed the

exiftence of the foul, as a principle in the

human conftitution, naturally diftin6l from,
and independent of the body, it cannot but

be fuppofed that they would have made fome

ufe of it in their arguments for a future life.

But it is remarkable that we find no fuch ar

gument in all the New Teftament.

St. Paul, though he writes largely upon the

y and to Greeks, by whom the dodrines

of
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of Plato were refpeded, lays the whole ftrefs

of his argument upon the promife of God by

yefus Cbrijl, confirmed to us by his refurrefti-

on from the dead. According to him, who
muft certainly be allowed to have underftood

chriftianity, and who would not flightly un
dervalue any proper fupport of its dodrines, if

Cbrijl be not raijed, ourfaith is vain, and they
ivbv are ajleep in Chrift^ that is, they who have

died in the profeifion of chriftianity, are pe-

rijhed. But how could they have been faid to

have ptrijked, or how could he conclude, as

he does, that upon the fuppofition of there

being no fefurredion of the dead, we may
fafely negleft all the duties of morality*

adopting the Epicurean maxim, Let us eat

and drink, for to-morrow we die^ if the foul

furvive the
body&amp;gt; enjoying all its thinking

faculties, and confequently be the proper

iubjeft of mofal retribution? Indeed what
occaiion could there be for a refurredion, or

general judgment, upon that hypothefis ?

A pafiage in the book of Revelation may
alfo be interpreted in a manner equally fa

vourable to this doctrine. We read. Rev. xx.

4, Ijaw under the altar thefouh of them that

were beheadedfor the witnefi of Jefus^ andfor
the -ivord of God^ &c. and they lived and

reigned with Chrift a thoufandyears* But the

rejt of the dead lived not again till the thoitfand

years were ended. It is plain, therefore, that

he faw them not as unembodied fouls &amp;gt;

but as

living mcn^ after a real refurredion, and
K z therefore
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therefore he did not fee the reft of the dead

fouls at all
;

for being dead^ they had no

Jjuls
or lives.

I fhall conclude this feftion with fome ob-

fervations of Mr. Hallet; &quot;Hence we fee

&quot;

why the fcriptures never fpeak of the im-
&amp;lt;c

mortality of thefoul, as many divines have
&quot; done. Tillotfon takes notice of the fat,
&amp;lt;c and wonders at it. The reafon that he af-
&quot;

figns for the filence of the fcriptures on
&quot; this head is, that the doftrine of the na-
tc tural immortality of the foul is taught fo

&amp;lt;c

plainly by the light of nature, that every
&quot; man s reafon am eafily difcover it, and fo
&quot; a revelation needs not mention it, but
&quot;

might take it for granted. Whereas it now
&quot;

appears that the true reafon why the fcrip-
&quot; tures do not teach it, is becaufe it is not
&quot;

true&quot;. Difcourfes, Vol. I, p. 277.
With refped to the importance of the opinion ,

he fays,
&quot;

It is of no confequence in the world
&quot; to any purpofe of religion, whether the foul
&quot; of man be material or immaterial. All
&quot; that religion is concerned to do, is to prove
&quot; that that which now thinks in us fhall

continue to think, and to be capable of

happinefs or miiery for ever. This reli

gion proves from the exprefs promifes and

threatenings of the gofpel. But religion
is not concerned to determine of what na-

&quot; ture this thinking immortal fubftance is.

&quot; For my part, I judge it to be immaterial ;

&amp;lt;4 but if a man fhould think that the foul is

&quot; mere

u
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mere matter, endowed with the power of

thought, he would not overturn any article

in religion, that is of the leaft confequence
to promote the ends of religion. For while

a man thinks that his foul is matter, he ne-

cefTarily thinks that God, who made matter

capable of thinking, and endowed the

matter of his foul in particular with the

power of thought, is capable, by the fame

almighty power, of preferring the matter
&quot; of his foul capable of thinking for ever.
&quot; And when he mall have proved that it is

46 the will of God that that thing which now
&quot; thinks in him mall continue to think for
&amp;lt;c

ever, he has proved the immortality of the
* c

foul, even upon his fuppofition of its being
44

material, in the only way in which we who
&quot;

apprehend it to be immaterial are capable
* of proving its aiual immortality. For this
tc can only be proved by mewing, that it is

&quot;

the will of God that it mall be immortal.&quot;

Hallet s Difcourfes, p. 214.
To what is advanced in this feclion, I beg

my reader to add what is obferved in the third

volume of my Inftitutes of Natural and Re
vealed Religion, concerning the doftrine of an

intermediateftate ; every argument againft this

doctrine tending to prove that there is noje-

paratefoulm man, but that his percipient and

thinking powers are nothing more than the

neceffiiry refult of the life
of the body.

K 3 SECTION
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SECTION XL

Of the DIVINE ESSENCE according to the

Scriptures.

HAD
the Deity been an immaterial fub-

ftance, in the modern ftrit metaphy-
fical fenfe of the word (for in the common
fenfe of it, as fignifying a being that has pro

perties and powers, not only infinitely//^r/tfr

to, but moft effentially different from, every

thing that we call matter, it has been feen that

I do not object to it) and had this idea of God
been of real confequence, either to his own
honour, or to the virtue and happinefs of

mankind, it might have been expected that it

would have been flrongly and frequently in

culcated in the fcriptures, as we find the doc-,

trine of the unity of his nature, of his al-

mighty power, his perfect kna^lcdge, and hia

unbounded goodnejs to be. But if we look Into

the fcriptures, we find a very ftriking differ--

ence in this cafe.

The fcriptures abound with the ftrongeft af-

fertions, and the mofl folemn declarations con

cerning the unity of God, and concerning his

power, wifdom and goodnefs ;
but though we

find in them that his attributes are difplayed

every where, and that nothing can confine their

operations, we meet with nothing at all deter

minate with refpect to the divine effinct. Nay
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till we come to the times of David, and the

later prophets, the Divine Being is reprefent-
ed in inch a manner, that we can hardly help

imagining that the patriarchs mutt, have con
ceived of him as a being of fome unknown
form, though furrounded by an infupportable

fpiendour, ib as to be invifible to mortal eyes.

Now, had even this opinion been a danger
ous one (though it is not philofophically

jult) there would certainly have been fome-

thing faid to guard us againft it, and prevent
our entertaining a notion ib diihonourable

to God, and ib injurious to ourfelves. But it

is remarkable that nothing of this kind doesx

occur.

We often find fasprefence of the Z,Wmen
tioned, as if there was upon earth fome place
where- he particularly rejided, or which litfre

quented. One inftanceof this we have in the

Antediluvian hiftory. Cain fays, Gen. iv. 14,
Behold thou haft driven me out this day from the

face of the earth, andfrom thy face jball I be

hid. Again, v. 16, And Cain went out from
the prcjence of the Lord.

At the building of the tower of Babel, we
read, Gen. xi. 5, And God came down to fee

the city, and the towr which . the children of
men builded. This is an expreffion which I

can hardly think would have been ufed by
David or Ifaiah, who reprefent the Divine

Being with much more dignity, as Jitting on

the circle of the heavens, and from thence be

holding all the inhabitants of the earth. But

K 4 the
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the other reprefentation is more adapted, as

we may fay, to the infantile ftate of the

world.

To Mofes God feems to have appeared in

the fymbol of a denfe bright cloud
\
but his firft

appearance to him in the bum, was in aflame

offire. It is faid, Exod. iii. 4, that the angel

of the Lord appeared to him in aflame offire y

out of the midjl of the. bufo. But it appears
from the conversation afterwards, that it was
no angel, but God himfelj, who fpake to him;
the fire being, perhaps, called the angel of

God, becaufe it was the emblem of his pre-

fence, or was that by which he chofe to ma-
nifeft himfelf. For it is faid, v. 4, And when
the Lord faw that he turned afide to fee, God
called to him out of the midjl of the bujh, and

faid, I am the God of thy fathers, the God of
Abraham, the God of Ifaac, and the God of

Jacob) &c. When Mofes afked his name, he

fays i AM THAT I AM, a name peculiarly
characteriftic of the true God, denoting, as is

generally thought, his neceffary exiftence.

The vifible appearance which reprefented
the divine prefence to the Ifraelites in the

wildernefs, was a cloud by day, and fire by
night, Ex. xiii. 21, And the Lord went before
them by day in a pillar of a cloud, to lead them
the way ; and by night in a pillar offire, to

give t/jcm light. Through this pillar it is faid,

v. 24, that the Lord looked upon the boji of the

Egyptians) and troubled them,

But.
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But, in general, the Divine Being appeared
unto Mofes in a dcnfe bright

1

cloud, Ex. xix.

9, And the Lordfaid unto Mofes, Lo I come

unto thee in a thick cloud, that the people may
hear when Ifpeak with thee, and, may believe

theefor ever.

After the hifiory of the golden calf, there

is another account of an appearance of God
to Mofes, and many others with him, which
has fomething in it very peculiar. Ex. xxiv*

9, Then went up Mofes and Aaron, Nadab and

Abihu, andfeventy of the elders of Ifrael, and

they fail) the God of Ifrael. And there was
under his feet, as it were, a paved &amp;lt;work of

fapphireflone, and as it were the body of hea

ven in its clearnefs ;
and upon the nobles of the

children of Ifrael he laid not his hand
;
and they

Jaw God, and did eat and drink. Whether this

was only the fame appearance of a bright

cloud, or of fire, from which the Divine

Being had before fpoken to Mofes, or fome

thing farther, does not diftin6tly appear. In

the Septuagint it is only faid, and theyJaw the

place where the God of Ifrael flood \
and it ap

pears from Mairnonides, (fee his More Ne~

vocbim) that the more intelligent Jews did not

confider this, or any other fimilar paflage, as

importing that God had any form, or was

really the objeSt offight ; but only fome fym-
bol of the more immediate prefence of God.

It fhould feem that Mofes imagined there

was fome other more proper form of God con

cealed within the cloud from which he had

ufually
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ufually fpoken to him : for he exprefies an

earneft wifh to have a nearer view of the ma-

jefty of God. Immediately after it is faid,

Exod. xxxiii. II, that the Lord fpake unto

Mofes face to face, as a man fpeaketh to his

friend; we are informed, v, 18, that he de-

fired that God would foew him his glory. In

anfwer to which it is laid,, v. 20, Thou canjl

not fee my face ; for there Jhall no man fee
me and live. And the Lord /aid Behold there

is a place by me, and thou /halt jland upon a

rock, and it foall come to
pcifs while my glo

ry paffeth by, that I will put thee in a cleft

of the rock, and will cover thee with my hand
while I pafs by ;

and I will take away mine

hand, and thou foalt fee my back parts, but

myface foall not be feen.
If our modern metaphyficians would attend

a little to fuch paifages of fcripture as thefe,

and coniider what muft have been the fenti-

ments of the writers, and of thofe who were

prefent at the fcencs defcribed in them (though
I readily acknowledge that fuch reprefenta-
tions as thefe were ufed by way of accommo
dation to the low and imperfect conceptions
of the Jews, or the paflages may admit an

interpretation different from the literal fenfe

of them) they would not be fo much alarm

ed as they now are, or affecl to be, at every

thing like materiality afcribed even to the Di
vine Being ; and much lefs to human minds.

Jt is the attributes, the powers and the cha~

raffer
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rafter of the Deity that alone concerns us, and
not his effence, orfubftance.
The circumftances which attended the giv

ing of the law, which were very awful, and
calculated to imprefs the mind in the ftrong-
eft manner, could not leave upon it the idea

of an immaterial being, but of a being capa
ble of local prefence, though of no known
form. Exod. xix. 16, And it came to pafs on

the third day, in the morning, that there were

thunders and lightenings, and a thick cloud upon
the mount, and the voice of the trumpet exceed

ing hud, fo that all the people that were in the

camp trembled. And Mofes brought forth the

people out of the camp to meet with God, and

theyflood at the nether part of the mount. And
mount Sinai was altogether on afmoke, becaufe
the Lord defcended upon it in Jire, and the

fmoke thereof afcended as the fmoke ofajurnace,
and the whole mount quaked greatly. And when

the voice of the trumpetfounded long, and wax~
ed louder and louder, Mofesfpake, and God an-

fwered him by a ^oice. And the Lord came

down upon mount Sinai, on the top of the mount,
and the Lord called Mofes up to the top of the

mount, and Mofes went up.

Again it is not faid that an angel, but that

God himfelf fpake all the words of the ten

commandments. Exod. xx. i, And Godfpake
all thefe words, faying ;

/ am the Lord thy God,

who have brought thee out of the land of Egypt,
out of the houfe of bondage, &c. The two ta-

t&amp;gt;}es
of ftone

? containing the fame command
ments,
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meats, are alfo laid to have been written with

thefinger of God. Exod. xxxi. 18.

An audible voice is certainly calculated to

give us the idea of a locally prefent being,
and this is frequently reprefented as proceed

ing immediately from God, when he reveals

his will to the prophets. It was not only to

Mofes that he thus fpake face toface, but to

Samuel when he was a child, i Sam. iii. 4,
And the Lord called Samuel\ and he anfwered^
Here am I.

In the New Teftament, alfo, an audible

voice proceeded three feveral times from the

Divine Majefty, to bear teftimony to the

million of Chrift. The firft time at his bap-
tifm, Matt. iii. 17, And lo a voice from hea-

veil) faying, This is my beloved Son y in whom I
am well pleafed. Again, on the mount of

transfiguration, Matt. xvii. 5, Behold a white

cloud overfhadowed them, and behold a voice

from the cloud, which faid, This is my beloved

Son, in whom lam wellpleafed \
Hear ye him.

Aud laftly, in the temple, in the week of cruci

fixion. John xii. 28, jfffiffjtyfi Father^ glo

rify thy name. Then came there a voicefrom
heaven, faying, I have both glorified //, and
will glorify it again.
The Ifraelites juftly confidered the true God

as {landing in a peculiar relation to themfelves,
and as the Divine Being had promifed to dwell

among them, it was natural for them to take it

in too literal a fenfe. Exod. xxix. 45, And I
will dwell among the children of Ifrael^ and will

be
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be their God, and they foall know that I am the

Lord their God, that brought them forth out

of the land of Egypt, that I may dwell among
them. I am the Lord their God. On this ac

count Jonah might imagine that he could flee

from the prefence of God by leaving the land

of Canaan, in which he dwelt. Jonah i. 3,

And Jonah rofe up to flee unto Tarfoijh, from
the prefence of the Lord. But the fubfequent
events in the hiilory of that prophet con

vinced him that God was equally prefent in

all places.

Seeing God, in vijion 9 is by no means un
common with the ancient prophets. If. vi. i,

In the year that king Uzziah died, IJaw alfo

the Lord ^r\^\Jitting upon a throne, high and

lifted up, and his train filled the temple, &c.
ĥenfaid I, Woe is me, for I am undone, bc-

caufe I am a man of unclean
lips, andI dwell in

the midjl of a people of unclean lips ; for mine

fyes have feen the king, the Lord of hojts.

Tbenjtew one of theferaphim unto me and

faid unto me, Lo thine iniquity is taken away,
and thy Jin purged. And I heard the voice of
the Lord, faying, Whomfhall Ifend, and who
will go for us.

ffhenfaid I, Here am I, fe?id

me.

Micaiah fays, i Kings xxii. 19, Ifaw the

Lord [mm] fitting on his throne, and all the

hojl of heaven Jlanding by him, on his right
hand and on his left. And the Lordfaid, Who

Jhall perfuade Ahab, &c,

Dan.
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Dan. vii. 9, / beheld till the thrones

caft down, and the ancient of days didJit, whofe

garment was as white asJkow, and the hair of
bis had like pure wool. His throne was like a

fieryfame, and his wheels as burning fire. A
fieryfirearn iffiied out, and came forthfrom be*-

fore him. houjand thoufands minijlered unto

him, and ten thoufand times ten thoujand flood

before him 1Jaw in the night vijions, and

behold one like thefon of man came with the

clouds of heaven, and came to the ancient of

days, and they brought him near before him, &c*

Amos ix. i. Ifaw the Lord [WN] fiand*

ing upon the altar
&amp;gt;

and he faid, &c.

Heb. iii. 2, Lord I have heard thyfpeech
and was afraid God came from Ternan, and
the holy one from mount Paran. His glory
covered the heavens, and the earth was full of
his praife, and his brightnefs was as the light.

He had horns (or bright beams, as it is render

ed in the margin) coming out of his hands

Hefiood and meafured the earth,

This language is not unknown to the New
Teftament. Rev. iv. 2, Immediately I was in

thefpirit, and behold a throne was fet in hea*

ven, and onefat on the throne; and he thatfat
was, to look upon, like ajafper, and a fardine

jlone ;
and there was a rainbow round about the

throne, in fight like unto an emerald And
thefour living creatures reft not day or night

faying, Holy, holy, holy, Lord God Almighty^
who was, and is, and is to come. And when

thofe living creatures give glory, and honour^

and
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and thanks, to him thatfat on the throne, who
livethfor ever and ever, the four and twenty
elders fall down before him that fat on the

throne, and ivorfoip him that liveth for ever

and ever, and caft their cro&amp;lt;wns before the

throne
; faying, Thou art worthy, O Lord, to

receive glory, and honour, andpower ; for thou

hajl created all -things, andfor thy plcafure they
were and are created.

Many paffages in the books of fcripture,
and efpecially in the Pfalms, give us the moft
exalted ideas of the univerfal power and pre-
fence of God. But ftill this is fo far from

fuggefting the idea of proper immateriality &amp;gt;

which bears no relation to fpace, that they

naturally give us the idea of a Being that is

locally preient every where, but invifible, and

penetrating all things.
Solomon fays, in his prayer at the dedica

tion of the temple, i Kings viii. 27, But
will God indeed dwell on earth ? Behold heaven,
and the heaven of heavens, cannot contain thee,

how much lefs this houfe that I have built. If.

Ixvi. i , Thus faith the Lord, The heaven is

my throne, and the earth is myfoot-flool. Where
is the houfe that ye build unto me, and where is

the place ofmy reft? Jer. xxiii. 23, Am I a

God at hand, fays the Lord, and not a God

afar off
? Can any hide himfelf in fecret places

that I faall not fee him ? Do not I Jill heaven

and earth, fays the Lord? To the fame pur-

pofe is that fublime paflage in Pfalm cxxxix.

7, Whither fiall I go from thy fpirit, or whi
ther
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ther JJoall Ifeefrom thy prefence. If I afcend

up into heaven thou art there. If I make my
bed in the grave, behold thou art there. If I
take the wings of the morning, and dwell in the

uttermojl parts of the
fea&amp;gt;

even there fhall thine

hand lead me^ and thy right band Jhall hold

me.

Job fays, ch. xxiii. 3, Oh that I knew
where I mightfind him, that I might come even

to his feat. Behold I go forward, but he is not

there, and backward but I cannot perceive him;
on the left hand, where he doth work, but I
cannot behold him. He hideth himfelf on the

right hand, that I cannotfee him.

When the Divine Being is exprefsly faid to

be invijible, no words are ever added to fug-

geft to us that it is becaufe he is immaterial;
but we are rather given to underftand, that

we cannot fee God on account of \hcfplendour
that furrounds him. This will be feen in

fome of the paffages quoted above ; and the

idea fuits very well with the following paf-

fage of St. Paul, i Tim. vi. 15, The King of

Kings, and Lord of Lords, who only hath im

mortality, dwelling in light which no man can

approach unto, whom no man hathjeen, nor can

fee; to whom be honour and power everlafting,
Amen. The apoftle John alfo fays, John i.

1 8, No man hathfeen God at any time
; but he

fays nothing of the reafon of it.

When our Saviour fays, John iv. 24, God
is ajpirit, and they that worflnp him muft wor-

fl.np
him in jpirit and in truth; there is no

4 reference
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reference whatever to the Immateriality of the

divine nature, but onljr to his intelligence, and
moral perfections ; and therefore requiring
truth in the inward part, or a fpiritual, as

oppofed to a corporeal homage ;
and this very

paffage is alledged by fome of the fathers as ail

argument for the corporeity of the divine

nature.

When the Divine Being compares himfelf

with idols, which is frequent in Ifaiah, Jere

miah, and other prophets, on which occafiori

they are faid to be wwdandfane, incapable of

motion, knowledge, or fenfe, it is never faid,

by way of contrail, as might naturally be ex

pected in this Connection, that the true God
is altogether immaterial, arid incapable of local

prefence. On the contrary, we find nothing
on thefe occafions but declarations concerning
the divine fo-wer and knowledge, efpecially
with refpect to future events, on which fub-

jedt the true God more efpecially challenges
the falfe ones.

I think I may conclude this fection with

obferving, that our modern metaphyfical no

tions, concerning the ftri&amp;lt;3: immateriality of

the Divine Being, were certainly not drawn
from the fcriptures. In thofe facred books we
read of nothing but the infinite power, *wij~

dom, and goodnefs of God ;
and to imprefs our

minds with the more awful ideas of him, he

is generally reprefented as refiding in heaven,

and furrjunded with a fplendor, through
which no mortal eye can pierce. But he is

L fa
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fo far from being faid to be what we now call

immaterial, that every defcription of him,
even in the New Teftament, gives us an idea

of fomething//7//;zg-, and penetrating all things,

and therefore of no form, or known mode of

exiftence.

For my part, I do not fee how this notion

of immateriality, in the ftridt metaphyfical
fenfe of the word, is at all calculated to

heighten our veneration for the Divine Being.
And though, as is no wonder, we are utterly
confounded when we attempt to form any

conception of a being properly pervading^ and

fupporting all things, we are ftill more con

founded when we endeavour to conceive of

a being that has no extenjion^ no commonproperty
with matter, and no relation to fpace. Alfo,

by the help of thefe principles, which I have

been endeavouring to eftablifh, we get rid of

two difficulties, which appear to me to be

abfolutely infuperable upon the common hy-
pothefis, viz. how an immaterial being, not

exifting in fpace, can create, or aft upon,
matter ; when, according to the definition of
the terms, they are abiblutely incapable of

bearing any relation to each other.

SECTION
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SECTION XII.

Of the Arguments for the BEING and PER
FECTIONS of GOD, on the Syjlem of Ma
terialifm*

VTOTWITHSTANDING the opinion of

JL^ the materiality ofman has, in reality, no

thing at all to do with the doctrine concerning
God, yet as it has often been charged with

leading to Atheifm^ I fhall fhew, in this fee-

tion, that our practical knowledge of God
ftands independent of any conception what
ever concerning even the divine ejjence ; from
whence it will clearly follow, afortiori, that

it muft certainly be altogether independent of

any opinion concerning human nature,

The arguments for the being and attributes

of a God ftand precifely upon the fame foot

ing on the material or the immaterial fyftem,

except the fingle article of materiality or imma

teriality itfelf, which relating to the ej/ence of
the Deity only, is no attribute that any way
refpecls us, and cannot in the leaft contribute

to heighten, or to leflen, our love and re

verence for him, our obligation to obedience,

or our fubmiffion to his will. Confidering,

however, the prejudices that may arife on
this fubjed:, it may not be amifs to review

fome of the arguments, as laid down in my
Inftitutes of Natural Religion^ where I made

L 2 fuch
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fuch a diftribution of the fubjeft, as I hope
will make the difcuffion of it more eafy than

it had been before.

By a God, I mean an intelligent firft caufe.

This being proved, I confider what other pro

perties or attributes are neceflarily connected

with the idea of a firft caufe, and afterwards

thofe which the examination of the works of

God leads us to afcribe to him. Laftly, the

divine goodnefs being the only moral quality
that we direclly difcover, 1 confider how it is

neceflarily branched out into the different

modifications of jujlice, mercy , veracityy &c.

In the proof of an intelligent caufe of all

things, it is impoflible that the confideration

of the divine effence can be at all concerned,

For the fame reafon that the table on which
I write, or the watch that lies before me,
muft have had a maker, tnyfclft and the world

I live in muft have had a maker too : and a

defign, a fitnefs of parts to each other, and to

an end are no lefs obvious in the one cafe than

in the other. I have, therefore, the very
fame reafon to conclude that an intelligent
mind produced the one, as the other (mean
ing by the word mind the fubjecl: of intelli

gence) and my idea of the degree of intelli

gence requiiite for each of thefe productions
rifes in proportion to the number of particu
lars necefTary to be attended to in each, and

the completenefs with which they are adapted
to the ends which they manifeftly . fur^ferve*

Judging by this obvious rule, I neceflarily
con-
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conclude, that the intelligence of the being
that made myfelf and the world muft infinite

ly exceed that of the perfon who made the

table or the watch.

This fimple argument for the being of a

God, or an intelligent maker of all things,

notwithftanding Dr. Ofwald, out of his great
zeal for religion, has muftered up all his logic
to invalidate it, I confider as irrefragable^
whether we be able to proceed any farther in

the inquiry -or not,

Again, for.: the fame reafon that the maker

of the -table^ or of the watch, muft be differ

ent from the table or the watch, it is equally
rnanifeft that the maker of myfdf\ of the

&amp;lt;world) and of the univerfe (meaning by it all

the worlds that we fuppofe to exift) muft be

a being different from myfelf, the world, or

the univerfe
;
which is a fufficient anfwer to

the reafoning of Spinoza, who, making the

unrvcrfe itfelf to be God, did, in fad, deny
that there was any God. I am not acquaint
ed with any arguments more conclufive than

thefe
;

that is, fuppofing a God to exift, it is

not in nature poflible, that there could have

been more, or ftronger evidence of it than we
find. This argument is, in fa&amp;lt;5t, the foun

dation of all our practical and ufeful know

ledge concerning God, and in this the confix

deration of materiality or immateriality has

certainly no concern.

The argument alfo againft an eternal fuc-r

of finite beings , of men, for inftance,

L 3 nonq
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none of which had any more knowledge or

ability than another, is the very fame on both

the hypothefes, here being an effect without

any adequate caufe ; fmce this fucceffion of
men muft have required, at leaft, as much

intelligence and power as the production of a

Jingle man, that is, an intelligence and power
infinitely exceeding that of any man, and

confequently that of any one in this fuppofed
fucceffion of men.

Alfo the conception of a being who had no

caufe is attended with juft the fame, and no

greater difficulty on the fuppofition of this

primary caufe of all things being material, or

immaterial. The beginning of motion in mat

ter , or the beginning of thought in mind, is, in

this view, the very fame thing ; becaufe,

judging by ourfelves (from whence we get all

the data that we have for forming any judg
ment in the cafe at all) every thought is as

much caufed by fomething in the body or the

mind preceding it, and influencing the mind,

by certain invariable laws, as every motion

of the body. We have no experience of any
thing that can help us to form any judgment
at all concerning the original beginning of mo

tion, or primary aftivity, in any refpect.

To fay that an immaterial being is capable of

this, but that a material one is incapable of

it, is merely deceiving ourfelves, and con

cealing our ignorance, anicj total want of con

ception, in words only, without any ideas

adequate to the fubjeft.
The
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A firft caufe, therefore, being proved in

a manner quite independent of any confi-

deration of materiality or immateriality, it

follows that the eternity and unchan r

eablenefs
of the firft caufe ftands upon the very fame

grounds upon either hypothefis, being derived

fimply from the confideration of an uncaufed

being.

If, from the confideration of thefe neceffary
attributes of a jirft caufe, we proceed to the

confideration ofcthe works ofGod, we find innu

merable things exactly fimilar to fuch as would

unavoidably lead us to the ideas ofpower, wif-

dom, and goodnefs in man ; and therefore we
are neceflarily led to afcribe wifdom, power
and goodnefs to this firft caufe. But to what
kind of effence thefe attributes belong, ma
terial or immaterial, the effects themfelves

give us no information.

Laftly, the philofopher admits the belief of

one God&amp;gt; in oppofition to a multiplicity of

Gods, on account of the unity of defign appa
rent in the univerfe ; and.becaufe it is con

trary to the rules of philofophizing to fuppofe
more caufes than are neceflary to explain
effecls. In this great argument, therefore, v

materiality or immateriality are equally un
concerned.

And in the fame manner it might be fhewn
that the argument for a Divine Providence .

fuffers no injury whatever by this hypothefis.
If nothing was made, it is equally certain that

nothing can happen, or come topafs, without a

L 4 defign ;
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defign ; and there can be no reafon whatever

why this fhould not extend to the fmallciT:

things, and the moft feemingly inconfiderable

events, as well as to things of greater mag
nitude, and events of greater apparent mo
ment. Befides, the fmalleft things, and the

moft trifling circumftances, may have the moft

important influences; and therefore they could

not be neglected in the comprehensive plan of

Divine Providence, without an inattention to

things of the greateft confequence that might
depend upon them. So that, in a truly phi-

lofqphical view, there is nothing exaggerated
in our Saviour s faying, that Even a fparrow
falls not to the ground without the will^ the

knowledge^ and dejign of our heavenly father,
and that the very hairs of our heads are num
bered*

If, after this candid, explicit, and I hope
clear and fatisfadory view of theTub] eel, any
perfon will tax my opinions, according to

which the divine cflence is nothing that wa
ever called matter, but fomething effentially
different from it (chough I have fhewn tha$

the belief of all his attributes and providence
is compatible with any opinion concerning his

eflence) with atheifm, I fhall tax him with

greatJlupidity^ or malignity. In my own idea

I have all the foundation that the nature of

things admits of for a firm belief in a firft,

eternal, unchangeable, and intelligent caufe

of all things ;
and I have all the proof that can

be given of his almighty power,. infinite good-
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and conftant providence. And this fyf-
tern of natural religion affords all the founda

tion that can be had in fupport of revealed re

ligion, the hiftory of which is contained in

the book3 of fcripture, which I moft cordially
and thankfully receive; and the truth of

which I have endeavoured, in the beft manner
I have been able, to prove, in the fecond vo

lume of rny Injlitutes cf Natural and Reveal
ed Religion.

That the hypothecs even of the materiality

of the divine nature is not a dangerous one, is

even demonftrable from this {ingle confidera-&amp;gt;

tion, that it is, in fad, the idea that all the

vulgar actually do form of Goc{, whenever

they think of him at all. For a fubftance

properly immaterial cannot give us any proper
idea whatever, and fome idea or other we can

not avoid having whenever we think of a

l&amp;gt;eing poflefled of the attributes that we afcribe

to God. It is neceflarily either the idea of a

being of fome particular, though perhaps va

riable, form, or elfe infinitely diffufed, and
not the objecT; of our fenfes. If, therefore,

this idea cquld do harm, almoft all manr-

kind muft have received that harm ; and not-

withftanding all our laboured refinements, the

evil is, with refpecl; to the bulk of mankind
at leaft, naturally irremediable. But no harm
whatever has come from it, nor is any to be

apprehended.
To {hew that I am not fingular in my idea

of the perfect innocence of any method of

expreffing
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expreffing the divine eflence, I fhail clofe this

fedtion with the teftimony of foine of the moft

pious and refpedable writers of the laft and

-prefent age, and who cannot be fufpeded of

any undue prejudice, becaufe they did not

embrace the fyftem they plead in favour of.

The writers I lhall produce are Ramfay, Cud-
worth and Beaufobre.

True atheifm confifts in denying that

there is a fupreme intelligence which has

produced the world by his power, and go-
&quot; verns it by his wifdom.&quot; Ramfay^ p. 274.

** All corporealifts muft not be condemned
&quot; for atheifts, but only thofe of them who
ic

aflTert that there is no confcious intellectual
&quot; nature prefiding over the whole univerfe.&quot;

Cudworth) p. 136.
&quot;

I am well perfuaded that God is a. pure
&quot;

intelligence ;
but the more I reflecT; on the

&quot;

fubjecT:, the more difpofed I find myfelf to
&quot; treat the contrary opinion with indulgence.
&quot; The ableft Cartcfians acknowledge that we
&quot; have no idea of a fpiritual fubftance. We
&quot;

only know by experience that it thinks,
&quot; but we do not know what is the nature of
&quot; the being, whofe modifications are thoughts.
&quot; We do not know what is the foundation,
&quot;

thcfubjefit, in which the thoughts inhere.
&quot;

Secondly, whatever be the error of be-
&amp;lt;c

lieving God to be corporeal, religion fuf-
&quot; fers nothing by it. Adoration, the love of
&quot;

God, and obedience to his fovereign will,
&quot; remain intire. He is not the lefs the moft

&quot;

holy,
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holy* the moft hlgh^ the almighty^ and the
&quot; immortal Were Tertullian, Melito, &c.
&quot; who believed God to be corporeal, on that
&quot;

account, the lefs good chriftians ? Laftly,
what ought at leaft to moderate the rage of

thofe who are always ready to dart their

anathemas, is, that the wifeft of the Fathers

acknowledge not only that the divine na

ture is inexplicable, but that we cannot

fpeak of it without making ufe of ex-

preffions which agree to corporeal fubftances

only. Eeaufobre^ Vol. I, p. 485.

cc

u

SECTION XIII.

Qbfervatiom on PERSONAL IDENTITY with

refpeS to thefuture Jlate of Man.

I
|
^HE opinion of the mortality of the

thinking part of man is thought by
fome to be unfavourable to morality and reli

gion, but without the leaft reafon, as they
who urge this objection at prefent muft be un

acquainted with the fentiments of chriftian

divines upon the fubjedt in ancient and prefent
times. The excellent bifliop of Carlifle has

fufficiently proved the infenfibility of the foul

from death to the refurre&ion (which has the

fame practical confequences) to be the doctrine

of the fcriptures, and the learned archdeacon

Blackburne has traced the corruption of it

from the earlieft ages.
In
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In fat, the common opinion of the foul

of man furviving the body was (as will be

fhewn) introduced into chriftianity from the

Oriental and Greek philofophy, which in many
refpefts exceedingly altered and rdebafed the

true chriftian fyftem. This notion is one of

the main bulwarks of popjery,;. it was .difcarded

by Luther, and many other reformers in

England and abroad; ,aftd it was wifely left

out in the laft correction of/ the articles of

the church of England, . though incautioufly
retained ip. the burial fervice~ Now can it.bc

fuppofed that the apoftles, the primitive Fa

thers, and modern reformers, mould all adopt
an opinion unfavourable to morality ?

It was objected to the primitive chriflians,

as it may be at prefent, that if all our hopes
of a future life reft upon the doctrine of a

refurrettion^ we place it upon a foundation

that i very precarious. It is even laid, that

a proper refurrection is not only, in the high-
eft degree, improbable, but even actually im-

poffible ; fmce, after death, the body putrer

fies, and the parts that compofed it are dif-

perfed, and fprm other bodies, which have an

equal claim to the fame refurre&ion. And
where, they fay, can be the propriety of re

wards and punifhments, if the man that rifes

again be not identically thefame with the mau
that acted and died ?

Now, though it is my own opinion that we
fliall be identically theJame beings after the re-

furredlion that we are at prefent, I mail, for
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the fake of thofe who may .entertain a diffeiv

ent opinion, fpeculate a little upon their hy-
pothefis; to fhew that it is not inconfiftent

with a ftate of future rewards and punifh-

ments, and that it fupplies motives fufficient

for the regulation of our conduft here, with
a view to it. And, metaphyfical as the fub-

jet neceflarily is, I do not defpair of fatis-

fying thofe who will give a due attention to

it, that the propriety of rewards and punifh-
ments, with our hopes and fears derived from

them, do not at all depend upon fuch a kind
of identity as the objection that I have ftated

fuppofes.
If I may be allowed, for the fake of dif-

tin&ion, to introduce a new term, I would fay
that the identity of the man, is different from
the identity of the perfon ;

and it is the latter,

and not the former, that we ought to confider

in a difquifition of this kind. The diftin&ion

I have mentioned may appear a paradox, but.

in fat fimilar diftinftions are not uncommon,
and they may illuftrate one another.

Afk any perfon to fhew you the river

Thames^ and he will point to water flowing in

a certain channel, and you will find that he

does not confider the banks^ or the bed of the

river, to be any part of it. And yet though
the water be continually and vifibly changing,
fo as not to be the fame any one day with the

preceding, the ufe of language proves that

there is a fenfe in which it may be called, to

every real purpose, \\itjiime rrver that it was a

thoufand
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thoufand years ago. So alfo the Nile^ the

Euphrates, and the Tiber have an identity as

rivers, independently of the water
-,
of which

alone they confift. In the fame manner fo-

rejts,
which confift of trees growing in certain

places, preferve their identity, though all the

trees of which they confift decay, and others

grow up in their places.

In like manner, though every perfon fhould

be fatisfied of what I believe is not true, that,

in the courfe of nutrition, digeftion and egef-

tion, every particle of the body, and even of

the brain (and it fliould be taken for granted
that the whole man confifted of nothing elfe)

was entirely changed, and that this change,

though gradual and infenfible, could be de-

monftrated to take place completely in the

courfe of a year, we fhould, I doubt not, ftill

retain the idea of a real identity, and fuch a

one as would be the proper foundation for ap

probation, or felf reproach, with refpect to

the paft, and for hope and fear with refpe6t
to the future, A man would claim his wife,

and a woman her hufband, after more than a

year s abfence, debts of a year s {landing
would not be confidered as cancelled, and the

villain who had abfconded for a year would
not efcape puniihment.

In facT:, the univerfal and firm belief of this

hypothefis would make no change whatever

in our prefent conduct, or in our fenfe of ob

ligation, refpedting the duties of life, and the

propriety of rewards and punimments ;
and

con-
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confequently all hopes and fears, and expecta-
tions of every kind, would operate exaclly as

before. For notwithftanding the complete

change of the man, there would be no change
of what I fhould call the per/on.
Now if the water of a river, the trees of a

foreft, or the particles that conftitute the man,
fhould change every moment, and we were all

acquainted with it, it would make no more
difference in our conduct, than if the fame

change had been confidered as taking place

moreflowly. Suppofing that this change fhould

conftantly take place during fleep, our beha

viour tp each other in the morniug would flill

be regulated by a regard to the tranfaftions of

the preceding day. In this cafe, were any
perfon fully perfuaded, that every particle of

which he confifted fhould be changed, he

would, neverthelefs, confider himfelf as being
thefame perfon to-morrow, that he was yef-

terday, and the fame twenty years hence, that

he was twenty years ago ; and, I doubt net,

he would feel himfelf concerned as for *.fu*
ture felf^ and regulate his conduct accord

ingly-
As far as the idea of identity is requifite as

a foundation for rewards and punifhtnents,

ihefamenefs and continuity of confcioufnefs fqems,...

to be the only circumftance attended to by us.

If we knew that a perfon had by difeafe, or

old age, loft all remembrance of his pall

adions, we fhould, in moft cafes, immediate

ly fee that there would be an impropriety in.

4 purnming
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punifhing him for his previous offences, as

it would anfwer no end of punifhment, to

himfelf or others. In the cafe, however, of

notorious criminality, the affociation of a man s

crime, with every thing belonging to him, is

fo ftrong, and fo extenfive, that tve wreak our^

vengeance upon the dead body, the children,

the habitation, and every thing that had been

connected with the criminal
;
and likewife in

the cafe of dijtinguijhed merit, we extend our

gratitude and benevolence to all the remains

and connections of the hero and the friend.

But as men habituate themfelves to reflection,

they lay afide this indiscriminate vengeance,
and confine it to the perfon of the criminal,

and to the ftate in which he retains the re-*

membrance of his crimes. Every thing far

ther is deemed barbarous and ufelefs.

Admitting, therefore, that the man confifts

wholly of matter, as much as the river does

of water
&amp;gt;

or the foreft of trees
^
and that this

matter fhoutcTbe wholly changed in the inter

val between death and the refurre&ion ; yet,

if, after this ftate, we fhall all know one

another again, and converfe together as before,

we fhall be, to all intents and purpofes, the

fame perfons. Our perfonal identity will be

fufficiently preferved, and the expectation of

it at prefent will have a proper influence on
our conduct.

To confider the matter philofophically, what

peculiar excellence is there in thole particles

gf matter which compofe my body, more than?

I thofe
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thofe which compofe the table on which I

write; and confequehtly what rational motive
tan I have for preferring, or attaching myfelf
to the one more than to the other. If I knew
that they were infiahtly, and without any
painful fenfatioh to myfelf, to change places*
I do not thirik that it would give me any con
cern. As to thofe who are incapable of re-

fledling in this manner, as they cannot un-
derftand the objection, there is no occafion to

make them urtderftand the anfiver.

HoweVef, notwithftandihg I give this fo-

lution of the difficulty, for the fatisfa&ion

of fceptical and metaphyfical perfons, I my
felf believe the docftrine of the refurreElion of
the dead in another and more literal fenfe.

Death, with its concomitant putrefadioh, and

difperfion of parts, is only a decompofition\
and whatever is decompofed, may be recornpofed

by the being who firft compofed it
;
and I

doubt not but that, in the proper fenfe of the

word, the fame body that dies mall rife again,
tiot with every thing that is adventitious

and extraneotis (as all that we receive by nu

trition) but with the fame Jlamina, or thofe

particles that really belonged to the^rwof
the organical body. And there can be no

proof that thefe particles are ever properly de-

ilroyed, or interchanged. This opinion was

advanced by Dr. Watts, and no man can fay
that it is unphilofophical.

That excellent philofopher Mr. Bonnet fup-

pofes (and advances a Variety of arguments
M frpin
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from new and curious experiments on the re-*

production of the parts of animals to prove)
that all the germs of future plants, organical
bodies of all kinds, and the reproducible parts
of them, were really contained in the firft

germ ;
and though the confideration confounds

us when we contemplate it, we are not more
confounded than in the contemplation of other

views of the fyftem of which we make a part ;

and the thing is no more incompatible with

our idea of the omnipotence of its author.

Thofe who laugh at the mere mention of fuch

a thing have certainly a fmall mare of natural

fcience^ which indeed generally accompanies
conceit and dogmatifm.

This idea of the dodrine of the refur-

retion is perfectly agreeable to the light in

which St. Paul reprefents it (though I mould
not condemn his comparifon, if it fhould be

found not to be fo complete) when he

compares it to the revival of a feed that

has been fown in the earth, and become

feemingly dead. For the germ does not die,

and in our future transformation we may be as

different from what we are in our prefent ftate,

as the plant is from the feed, or the butterfly
from the egg, and yet be eflentially the fame.

Dr. Hartley alfo, and others, fuppofe that,

ftridtly fpeaking, there will be nothing more
miraculous in our refurretion to a future life,

than there was in our birth^ to the prefent; for

that, in the circumftances in which the world

will be at the general confummation of all

things,
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things, thefe germs, as we may call them,

may naturally and neceflarily revive, accord

ing to fome fixed, but to us unknown laws of
nature.

There have even been unbelievers in revela

tion, who have feen nothing to object to in

this fuppofition.
&quot; Let us not,&quot; fays the author of Man a

Machine, p. 84,
&quot;

pretend to fay that every
&quot;

machine, or animal, is intirely annihilated
&amp;lt;c

after death, nor that they put on another
&quot;

form, fince we are quite in the dark as to
&quot;

this point. To affirm an immortal ma-
&quot; chine to be a chimera, a fiction of our
&amp;lt;c

brain, appears to be as abfurd as it would
6( feem in caterpillars, when they fee the dead
&quot; bodies of their kind, bitterly to lament the

fate of their fpecies, whichwould feem to them
to be utterly deftroyed. The foul of thefe

infects is too narrow and confined to be

able to comprehend the transformation of

their nature. Never did any one of the
&quot; acuteft amongft them entertain the leaft

&quot; notion that he would become a butterfly.
*

It is the very fame cafe with us. What
&quot; do we know of our future deftiny more
&quot; than we do of our original ?&quot;

I fhall clofe this fection with fome obferva-

tions refpecting a, term I made ufe of when I

gave to the public the firft hint of the fenti-

ment maintained in this treatife, which was

in my edition of Dr. Hartley^ Theory. It

M 2 was

4C

&quot;
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was that, according to appearances, the whole

man becomes extintt at death. This was

thought to he rather incautious by fome of

my friends, and my enemies eagerly catched

at it, as thinking I had given them a great

advantage over me
;
and yet I ftill think the

term very proper, and that to object to this

application betrays an ignorance even of the

real meaning of that Englifh word.

Some of them feem to have fuppofed that

by the extinction of the whole man, I mean
the abfolute annihilation of him, fo that when
a man dies, whatever it was that confti-

tuted him, ceafes to exift. But then I muft
have fuppofed that the moment a man is

dead, he abfolutely iiani/hes away, fo that his

triends can find nothing of him left to carry
to the grave. Mr. Hallet, treating of this

i ubjecl:, ufes an expreflion much more nearly

approaching to the idea of annihilation, when
he fays (lee p. 30 of this treatife)

&quot;

It looks
&quot; as if the whole man &amp;lt;was

gone,&quot;
and I do

not know that the expreffion was ever obje&ed
tp.

Nor dees the word extinction* as it is ge

nerally underftood, imply any fuch thing as

annihilation. When we fay that a candle is

extinguished, which is ufing the word in its

primary and moft proper fenfe, we furely do
not mean that it is annihilated, and therefore

that there is nothing left to light again.
E.ven the particles of light which it has emit

ted we only luppofe to be dijperfcd^
and &quot;there-

i fore



MATTER AND SPIRIT. 165

fore capable of being cotleSled again. As,
therefore, a candle, though extinguifhed, is

capable of being lighted again, io, though a

man may be faid, figuratively (peaking, to be

come extinEt at death, and his capacity for

thinking ceafe, it may only be for a time : for

no particle of that which ever conftituted the

man is loft. And, as I obferved before,

whatever is decompofed may certainly be re-

compofcd, by the fame almighty power that

firft compofed it, with whatever change in its

conftitiition, advantageous or difadvantageous,
he mall think proper ;

and then the powers of

thinking, and whatever depended upon them,
will return of courfe, and the man will be,

in the moft proper fenfe, the fame being that

he was before.

This is precifely the apoftle Paul s idea of

the felurreStion of the dead, as the only foun

dation for a future life
;
and it is to this to

which I mean to adhere, exclufivc of all the

additional vain fupports which either the

Oriental, or Platonic philofophy has been

thought to afford to this great doctrine of pure
revelation. I ha,ve, however, been reprefent*
ed as having, by this view of the fubjecl:,

furniihed a ftronger argument againft reve

lation than any that infidelity has hitherto

difcovered, and the atheifts of the age have

been defer! bed as triumphing in my conccf-

iions
; when, whatever triumph atheifts may

derive from #nteonceffions,and my writings, the

M 3 very
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very fame they may derive from the writings
of St. Paul himfelf, which is certainly much
more to their purpofe.

Farther, though I have been charged with

being an abbettor of atbeifm, it has been by
perfons who have urged againft my opinion
the hackneyed objection that all unbelievers of

ancient and modern times have made againft
the doctrine of any refurreftion, viz. from the

confideration of the matter that once compofed
the human body entering, afterwards, into

the compofition of plants, animals, &c. not

confidering that this objection equally affects

the doctrine of St. Paul, and that of all chrif-

tians, who maintain what may, by any poi-
fible conftruction of the words, be called a re-

furrettion of the dead
;

which certainly re

quires that it is fomething that dies, and is

put into the grave (and an immaterial foul is

never fuppofed to die at all) that muft revive,

and rife again out of it.

SECTION XIV,

Of the Origin, of the popular Opinions concern*

ing the Soul.

THOUGH
truth be a thing altogether

independent of the opinions of men , yet
when any erroneous doctrine has prevailed

Jong in the world, and has had a very general

fpread,
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fpread, we are apt to fufpedt that it muft have
come from fome fufficient authority, unlefs

we be able to trace the rife and progrefs of it,

and can aflign fome plaulible reafon for its ge
neral reception. On this account I ftiall en

ter into a pretty large hiflorical detail concern

ing the fyftem. that I have, in this treadle,

called in queftion; and I hope to be able to

fhew, that it can by no means boaft fo refpec-
table an origin as many are willing to afcribe

to it. On the contrary, I hope to make it ap

pear that it has arifen from nothing but mere

fuperflition, and the vain imaginations of men,

flattering themfelves with a higher origin than

they had any proper claim to, though the

precife date of the fyftem may be of too re

mote antiquity to be afcertained with abfolute

certainty at this day.
The notion of the foul of man being a fub-

ftance diftincl from the body, has been fhown,
and I hope to fatisfadtion, not to have been

known to the writers of the fcriptures, and

efpecially thofe of the Old Teftament. Ac

cording to the uniform fyftem of revelation,

all our hopes of a future life are built upon
another, and I may fay an oppofite foundati

on, viz. that of the refurreftion of fomething

belonging to us that dies, and is buried, that

is the body which is always confidered as the

man. This doctrine is manifeffly fuperfluous
on the idea of the foul being a fubftance fo

diftincl: from the body as to be unaffected by
its death, and able to fubfift, and &amp;gt;even ta bfc

M 4 more
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more free and happy, without the bcdy.
This opinion, therefore, not having been

known to the Jews, and being repugnant
to the fcheme of revelation, muft have had its

fource in beatbenifm\ but with reiped: to the

date of its appearance, and the manner of its

introduction, there is room for conjecture and

fpeculation.
As far as we are able to collect any thing

concerning the hiftory of this opinion, it is

evidently not the growth of Greece or Rome,
but was received by the philofophers of thofe

countries either from Egypt, or the countries

more to the eaft. The Greeks in general re

fer it to the Egyptians, but Paufanias gives it

to the Chaldeans, or the Indians. I own,
however (though every thing relating to fo

very obfcure a iubjed muft be in a great mea^
fure conje&ural) that I am inclined to afcribe

it to the Egyptians ; thinking, with Mr,

Toland, that it might poffibly have been fug-

gefted by fome of their known cuftoms refpec-

ting the dead, whom they preferred with great

care, and difpofed of with a folemnity un-r

jjcnown to other nations; though it might
have arifen among them from other caufes,

without the help of thofe peculiar cuftorns.

The authority of Herodotus, the oldeft

Greek hiftorian, and who had himfelf travel

led into Egypt, is very exprefs to this purpofe.
He fays (Ed. Steph. p. 137,) that &amp;lt;f the Egyp^-
^ tians were the firft who maintained that the

V fqul of man is immortal, that wheji the
&quot;

body
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* f
body dies it enters into that of fome other

** animal, and when it has tranfmigrated
**

through all terreftrial, marine and flying
&quot;

animals, it returns to the body of a man
**

again. This revolution is completed in
* three thoufand years.

?&amp;gt; He adds, that a fe-
&quot; veral Greeks, whofe names he would not
** mention, had publifhed that dodrine as
&quot; their own.&quot;

Mr. Toland s hypothefis is as follows, and
I think I Ihould do wrong to omit the men
tion of it. My reader may judge of the pro

bability of it for himfelf. &quot; The funeral rites

; of the Egyptians,&quot; he fays (Letters to Se-

rena, p. 45) and their hiftorical method of
&quot;

preferving the memory of defcrving per-
^

fons, feems to have been the occafion of
**

this belief. Their way of burying was by
*

embalming the dead bodies, which they de-
&amp;lt;

c

pofited in a fubterranean grotto, where they
&quot; continued intire for thoufands of years; fo

v that before any notion of feparate or im-
&amp;lt;f&amp;gt; mortal fouls, the common language was
&quot;

that fuch a one was under ground, that he
&quot; was carried over the river Acherujia by
&quot; Charon (the title of the public ferryman for

that purpofe) and laid happily to reft in the
&quot;

E/yjian fieIds &amp;gt;

which was the common bu-
&quot;

rying place near Memphis.&quot;

This hypothefis is rendered more probable

by an obfervation of Cicero s. He fays (Tiff-

culan
Stueflions,

Ed. Glafg. p. 37,)
&quot; the bodies

^
falling to the ground, rind being buried there,

&quot;

it
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&quot;

it was imagined that the deceafed pafled the.
*

reft of their life under ground.&quot; Among
other abfurdities fiorwing from this notion^ he

lays that, though the bodies were buried, they
full imagined them to be apud inferos ;

and
whereas they could not conceive the mind to

exift of itfelf, they gave it a form or figure.

I think, however, that the notion of there

being fomething in man diftincl: from his bo

dy, and the caufe of his feeling, thinking,

wijiing, and his other mental operations, and

affedions, might very well occur in thofe

rude ages without fuch:a ftep as this ; though
no doubt the cuftom above mentioned would
much contribute to it. Modiing is more com.-

mon than t. obferve how very ready all illi

terate perfons are -to afcribe the caufe of any
difficult -appearance to an invifibk agent, dif-

tindl from the fubjecT: on which the operation
is exerted.. This led the Jews (after the

heathens) to the idea of madmen being pof-
feffed of daemons, and it is peculiarly remark
able how very ready mankind have always
been to afcribe the unknown caufe of ex

traordinary appearances to fomething to whicn

they can give the name of fpirit, after this

term had been once applied in a fimilar

manner. Thus that which ftruck an animal

dead over fermenting liquor was firft called

the gas, or fpirit of the liquor, while the fer

mented liquor itfelf alfo, being polTefled of

very active powers, was thought to contain

another kind offpirit \ and many times do-we
hear
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hear ignorant perfons, on feeing a remarkable

experiment in philofophy, efpecially if air,

or any invifiblefluid, be concerned in it, per

fectly fatisfied with faying that is \\izfpirit of
it. Now, though the idea of a fpirit, as a

diftindt fubftance from the body, did not per

haps immediately occur in all thefe cafes, their

conceptions might afford a foundation for

fuch an hypothefis.
It would be moft natural, however, at firft,

to afcribe the caufe of thought to fomething
that made a vifibk difference between a living
and a dead man ; and breathing being the mofl

obvious difference of this kind, thofe powers
would be afcribed to his breath : and accord

ingly we find, that in the Hebrew, Greek,
and Latin languages, the name of \hefoul is

the fame with that of breath. From whence
we may fafely infer, that originally it was
confidered as nothing elfe, and hence the

cuftom of receiving the parting breath of dy
ing perfons, as if to catch their departing
fouls. And though, to appearance, the breath

of a man mixes with the reft of the air, yet,
the nature of air being very little known, it

was not at all extraordinary, that it fhould

have been confidered as not really mixing with

the atmofphere, but as afcending by its levity
to the higher regions above the clouds. And
men having got this idea, the notion of its

having come down from above the clouds, where

God was fuppofed to refide, would naturally

enough follow.

But
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But living bodies differ from dead ones by

their warmth as well as by the circumftance

of breathing. Hence might come the idea of

the principle of life and thought being a kind

of vital fire ;
and as flame always afcends,

men would, of courfe, imagine that the foul

of man, when fet loofe from the body, would
afcend to the region offire &amp;lt;&amp;gt;

\vhich was fup-

pofed to be above the atmofphere. From
thefe leading ideas it could not be difficult for

the imagination of fpeculative men to make
out a complete fyftem of pre-exiftence and tranf~

migration*, and there being fo much of fancy
in it, ir is ftill lefs to be wondered at, that it

fhould have been diverfified fo much as we
find it to have been in different countries, and

different fchools of philofophy.
Difeafes and other evils having their feat in

the body^
the matter of which it is compofed

might eafily be conceived to be the fource of

thofe and all other evils ;
a difordered mind be

ing, in many cafes, the evident efFecT: of a dif

ordered body ; and they who were difpofed to be

lieve in a benevplent deity, would by this means

ealily make out to themfelves a reafon for the

origin of ev?79 without reflecting any blame

upon God on that account. They would
afcribe it to the untraftable nature of matter.

Laflly, what could be more natural to ac

count for the ethereal foul being confined to

fuch a body or clog, as the fuppofition of its

being a punifliment for offences committed in

a pre-exiftent ftate ?

But
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But the notion of a proper immaterial beingj
without all extenjion, or relation to place, did

not appear till of late years in comparifon ;

what the ancients meant by an immaterial

fubftance being nothing more than an attenu

ated matter, like air, ether, fire, or light
:

,

confidered as fluids, beyond which their idea

of incorporeity did not go. Pfellus fays, that

the antient Heathens, both Greeks and other,

called only the grofler bodies, r& wxflspoi, rw

ffupoflw corporeal. Le Clerks Index Pbilolo-

gicus, MATER i A.

Indeed, the vulgar notion of a foul, or

fpirit, wherever it has been found to exift,

has been the fame in all ages ;
and in this re-

fpect even the learned of antient times are

only to be confidered as the vulgar. We
gather from Homer, that the belief of his

time was, that the ghoft bore the fhape ofi

and exadly reiembled, the deceafed perfon to

whom it had belonged, that it wandered upon
the earth, near the place where the body lay,

till it was buried, at which time it was ad

mitted to the (hades below. In both thefe

ftates it was poflefled of the intire confciouf-

nefs, and retained the friendships and enmi

ties of the man. But in the cafe of deified

perfons, ic was fuppofed that, befides this

ghoft, there was fomething more ethereal or

divine belonging to them, like another tetter

Jelf, (hat afcended to the upper regions, and

was aflbciated with the immortal gods.
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We learn from Offian, that it was the

opinion of &quot;the times in which he lived,

that the fouls of heroes went immediate

ly after death to the hills of their coun

try, and the fcenes which they had frequent
ed in the moft happy times of their lives. It

was thought too, that dogs and horfes faw the

ghofts of the deceafed. They alfo imagined
that the ghofts fhrieked near the place where a

death was to happen foon after; from which

circumftances, as well as feveral others, it is

evident that, in their idea, the foul was ma
terial, fomething like the ufahov of the Greeks.

Fingal, p. 21, 35.
All the Pagans of the Eaft, fays Loubiere,

(quoted by Mr. Locke, Effay, vol. II, p. 162)
do truly believe that a there remains fome-
&quot;

thing of a man after his death which fub-
* c

fifts independently and feparately from his
44

body. But they give extention and figure
&quot; to that which remains, and attribute to it all

&quot; the fame members, all the fame fubftances,
&amp;lt;c both folid and liquid, which your bodies
46 are compofed of. They only fuppofe that
&quot; fouls are of a matter fubtle enough toefcape
&quot;

being feen or handled.&quot;

When it had been imagined that the vital

and thinking powers of man refided in a dif-

tincl: principle or fubftance, it would be na

tural to afcribe fuch a principle to every thing
that had motion, and efpecially a regular motion,
and that had any remarkable influences, good
or bad, particularly to fuch refplendent bodies

as they&tf, moon, Jtars, and planets. Accord-

4
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ingly, we find it to be one of the oldeft opi
nions in heathen antiquity, that thofe heaven

ly hodies were animated as well as men. This

opinion was even held by Qrigen, and other

philofophizing chriftians.

Mr. Toland, however, conjedures that

another Egyptian cuftom might facilitate the

introduction of this fyftem.
&quot;

Among other
&quot;

methods,&quot; he fays (Letters to Serena, p.

46)
&amp;lt;c the Egyptians had of perpetuating

&quot;

events, the fureft of all was to impofe the
&amp;lt;c names of memorable perfons and things on
&quot; the conflellations, as the only eternal mo-
&quot;

numents, not fubjecT: to the violence of men
&quot; or brutes, nor to the injury of time or
&quot; weather. This cuftom was derived from
&quot; them to other nations, who changed, in-
u

deed, the names, but gave new ones to the
**

ftars for the fame end. And the inconli-
&quot; derate vulgar, hearing the learned conftant-
a

ly talk of certain perfons, as in thejiars^
&quot; believed them at 1aft to be really there, and
44 that all the others were under ground.&quot;

One may add, that this might poflibly give
rife to the notion of a twojold foul, one that

went under ground, and another that went to

the ftars.

Upon the whole, Mr. Toland s conjedhire

appears to me not to be deftitute of probabi

lity. How far the Egyptians really carried

their notions concerning the ftate of human
fouls, before or after death, doth not diftincl-

ly appear, becaufe we have no Egyptian

writings.
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writings. But it is probable that their ideas

never ripened into fuch a fyftem as was after-

Wards found in the Eaft, on account of their

empire and civil polity having been too foofi

overturned, and the country having undergone
fuch a number of revolutions. Accordingly
we find that thofe who introduced as much
of this fyftem as was received in Greece did,

in general, travel into the Eaft for it.

SECTION XV.

A View of the different Opinions that haroe leeh

held concerning the DIVINE ESSENCE, ef-

fecially with a View to the DoStrine of Im~

materiality.

I
HAVE confidered the doftrine of propef

immateriality both by the light of nature,

and alfo of the fcriptures, without finding any
foundation for it in either. I fliall now en

deavour to trace what have been the notions

that men in different ages, and fyftem s of

philofophy, have entertained with refpecT; to

it; having little doubt but that it will appear,
to the fatisfadion of all unprejudiced peribns,
that the ftricT: metaphyfical notion of imma

teriality is really a modern thing, being un
known to all the wife ancients, whether hea

thens or chriftians
; and therefore that the re

jection of it ought not to give any alarm to

the ferious chriftian. It is no article in his

faith
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faith that I am oppugning, but really an up-

Jrart thing, and a nonentity.
I (hall begin with an account of opinions

cpncerning \\izfiipreme mmd, the parent and
fource of all intelligence, and afterwards con-

fider the doctrines relating to the humanfoul.
In this hiftorical detail I mail alfb occafionally
mention a few other circumftances, which

may ferve to (hew the derivation of all the

philofophical opinions concerning God from
the fame fource.

It will throw confiderabte light upon this

fubjecl:, to reflect that it was a maxim with
all the ancients, even till the time of the later

chriftian Fathers and fchoohnen, though I be

lieve it to be falfe in itfelf, that nothing could

be made out of nothing. Ex nihilo nibil jit.

In fact:, the idea of creation, in the modern,

fenfe of the word, never occurred to them ;

they always meaning by it only a forming or

new modelling of things ;
and in this fenfe

their maxim was true, for a carpenter muft

be provided with wood before he can make

any inftrumerit of wood. The ancients, there

fore, in general, fuppofed that two diPdnct

things, or printiples, had been from eternity*
viz. matter aridj^/r#, or GW, and fince in

ferior intelligences could not, in their opinion,
be made from nothing, any more than grofs

todies, the univerfal opinion was, that they
were emanations jrom thefuprerne mind. And,
as they generally confidered the Divine Being
as ajire, or light^ they explained the pro-

N
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duftion of minds by the lighting of one can

dle at another, or by ibme other comparifon
of the fame nature.

Now, fince thefe are ideas that are known
to have run through all the fyftems of the

ancients, it is evident, that, in whatever terms

they might exprefs themfelves, they could

nor, in reality, confider the Divine Being as

ilriclly fpeaking, without extenfion, indruijlbk,

or indifcerptible, which is eflential to proper

immateriality. In fad:, by fuch terms
afcjyfc-

ritual, incorporeal, &c. as was oblerved be

fore, they could only mean a more fubtle and

refined kind of matter, fuch as air, flame,

light, &c. Alfo wherever the notion of the

fibjorption of allfouls into the Deity, or foul of

the univerfe, prevailed, it is evident that the

ibul could not be confidered in the light in

which modern metaphylicians confider it; and

this is known to have been a notion univer-

fally prevalent in the Eaft, and in Greece.

The Indian philofophcrs, fays Beaufobre

(vol. ii. p. 467,) think that the Deity has a

luminous body, invifible at prefent, becaufe

it is concealed behind another, either the hea

vens or the world
; but that it will be revealed

(i.
e. become vifi ble) fome time. The Magi

and Chaldeans alfo fay that God in his body
refembles light, and in his mind truth. Stan~

ley by Le Clerc, p. 25, Bat truth is only a

property, and nofubjlance whatever. Accord

ing to the fame author, p. 26, the firft pro
duction of this great intelle&ual light or fire,

was the urrpjtoc-/**^ &amp;lt;pw?, the fuprajnundane light,

i which
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Which is defined to be an infinite, incorporeal^
and lucidfpace, the. happyfeat of intellectual na~

tures. Of this it is noteafy to form an idea;
but it may receive fome little illuftration from
a notion of the Cabbalifts, who fay that all

fpirits were made out of the holy Gbofl^ or

ipirit of God, which was made firft.

The Cabbalifts, indeed, fay that all crea

tures are emanations from the eternal Being,
and that the attributes of the Deity being in

finite, may produce an infinity of effects. It

is extended when this fubftance compofes fpi

rits, and contracted when it makes matter

(Bafnage, vol. iii. p. 93,) fo that it is evi

dent they could have no notion of any thing

properly immaterial. This doctrine of the

Cabbalifts exifts in the Eaft, and probably
came from thence.

The divine fire, the Magi fay, was dif-

tributed to all creatures, and before all to

the prima mens, as the oracles of Zoroafter

teach, and then to other eternal and incor

poreal natures, in which clafs are included in

numerable inferior gods, angels, good de

mons, and the fouls of men.

To come to the Greek philofophy, we find

that Pythagoras, after the Magi, fays that

God, in his body, refembles light, and in his

foul truth. He is the univerfal fpirit, that

penetrates and diffufes itfelf through all na

ture. Ramfay, p. 257. Heraclitus defines

God to be a fubtle and fwift fubftance, TO

teTrlolotlov Jtai TC T^to-1oi/, which permeates and per

vades the whole univerfe. Cue-worth^ p. 505
N 2
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This is certainly no proper defcription of im

materiality. Democritus alib faid that God
was of the form of fire, m7rupo*ioY Plutarch

JD? Placit is PhilofiphoruWj lib. i.

Auftin fays, that he learned of the philo-

fophers the incorporality of God ; but it is

not eafy, fays Eeaufobre (vol. i. p. 482,) to

determine what they meant by the incorpor

ality cf God. In their language it did not ex

clude txteqfiofa or body in a philofophical fenfe.

Xenophanes, for example, believed that God
was one, and eternal, but by this he only
meant that he was not material, organized,
and like a man. The *&amp;lt;,u^, or the incor

poreal of the Greeks, he adds, means nothing
more than a fubtle body, for example like the

air, as Origen has mewed in his Principles.

Among the Latins, Auftin imagined that there

was & Jpiritual matter, out of which God made

fouls, ib. which agrees with the notion above

mentioned of the Jewiflh. Cabbalifts.

As to Plato, the fame writer fays,
cc

I cdn-
&quot; not fay precifely what was his idea of the
&quot;

fpirituality of God. The manner in which
6(1 he exprefles the formation of fouls implies
&quot;

that his indivijibkfubftance is not abfclutely
&quot; without extenfion. He fuppofed that God
&quot; took of both fubftances, the diviiible and
&quot; the indivifible, and, mixing them toge-
&quot;

ther, made a third, which is a foul. But
&quot;

this mixing of two fubftances, and the
&quot;

reciprocal a.6tion cf the one upon the
&quot;

other, cannot be conceived, if the one
&quot; be extended and the other be abfolute-

i
&quot;

iv
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ly without extenfion.&quot; Ib. p. 482. Be-

fides, Plato fpeaks of God as ^ TT^UV icflx

pervading all things, and he derives the word
&KM9V, which is applied to God, from 01* M
pqffing through, which does not fuggeft the

idea of a proper immaterial being.

God, angels, and daemons, fays Porphyry
and Jamblichus, are made of matter, but have
no relation to what is corporeal. Encyclopedic^
Article Immaterialijm.

According to Cudworth, p. 10, Arijlotk
defines incorporeal fubftances very properly,
and fays that God is fuch a fubftance; but if

he did not make mind a mere property, he

could only mean that it was fomething of a

fubtle nature that eluded our fenfes.

The opinion of the Stoics concerning God
?

had nothing of incorporeal in it, but many
circumftances which fhew it to have been de

rived from the Oriental philofophy, as were

other particulars of their doftrine. The fol

lowing account of it is given by the accurate

Mrs. Carter.
&quot; The Stoics plainly fpeak of the world as

&quot;

God, or of God as the foul of the world,
&quot; which they call his fubftance, and I do not/
fhe fays,

&quot; recollect any proof that they be-
* lieved him to exift in the extramundane
&quot;

fpace. Yet they held the world to be finite

&quot; and corruptible, and that, at certain periods,
&quot;

it was to undergo fucceffive conflagrations,
* c and then all beings were to be reforbed into

* God, and again reproduced by him.&quot; Dif-
N 3 j\
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fertation prefixed to her Tranjlatton oj

p. 7.
&quot;

They fometimes define God to be an in-
&amp;lt;c

telligent fiery fpirit, without form, but paf-
&quot;

fing into whatever things it pleafes, and
*

affimilating itfelf to all; fometimes an
adive operative fire. They, moreover, ex-

prefsly fpeak of God as corporeal, which
is objected to them by Plutarch. Indeed,

they define all effence to .be body. Ib. p. 8.

They held the eternity of matter, as a paf-
five principle, but that was reduced into

&quot; form by God, and that the world was
&quot;

made, and is continually governed by him.

p. 9. They imagined the whole univerfe

to be peopled with gods and daemons, and

among other divinities they reckoned the

fun, moon, and ftars, which they con

ceived to be animated and intelligent, or

inhabited by particular deities, as the body
u

is by the foul, who prefided over them,
&quot; and directed their motions.&quot; Ib. p. 10.

The doclrine of the early chriftiari heretics,

who are known to have derived their opinions
from the Eaft, may help to throw fome light

upon thofe ancient tenets, as they may be pre-
fumed to be very nearly the fame. The Va-
lentinians and Manicheans faid that God was
an eternal, intelligent, and pure light, with

out any mixture of darknefs, as we learn from

Beaufobre, vol. i. p. 466. He elfewhere ob-

ferves that this is the language of the Magi,
the Cabbalifts, and many of the Greek phi-

lofophers,

&amp;lt;c
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iofophers. Ib. p. 468. It appears by another

circumftance, that they did nor confider the

divine effence as fo far incorporeal as to be in-

vijible, for they maintained that the luminous
fubftance that was feen by the apofiles on the

mount of transfiguration was God. Ib. 470.
Alfo, though the Manjcheans faid that God
was indivifible and fimple, they fuppofed that

he had real exteniion, and was even bounded

by the regions of darknefs, with which the

divine effence did not mix. Ib. 503, 513,
Audio, while he was a Manichean, thought
that God wa.s corporeal, and extended, dii-

perfed through the world
; and into infinite

ipace; becaufe, as he obferves, he could form

no idea of a fubftance that had neither place
nor extenfion. Ib. 473. From thefe circum-

fiances we may learn in what fenfe fo under-

ftand other philofophers and divines of thofe

early ages, when they fpeak of theJimplicity,

fpirituality , and indivifibility of the divine ef

fence.

I now proceed to give fome, account of the

opinions of fome of the chriftian Fathers on
this fubjecl:, which, I doubt not, will greatly

furprize thofe of my readers w^ho are not

much acquainted with chriftian antiquity. It

is, however, almoft wholly taken from that

{earned and excellent critic Beaufobre. The
ableft and moft orthodox chriftian Fathers, he

fays, vol. i. p. 468, always fay that God is a

light, and ^Jiiblime light, and that all the cc-

leftial powers whkh furround the Deity are

N 4 lights.
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lights of afecond order, rays of the firft light-.

This is the general ftyle of the Fathers before

and after the council of Nice. The word,

they fay, is a light, that is come into the world,

proceeding from the felf-exiftent light, an
emanation of lightfrom light, p. 469.
The chriftians, fays the fame writer, who

were always unanimous with refpecSt to the

unity of God, were by no means io with re-

fpeft to his nature. The fcriptures not being

explicit on the fubjeft, each adopted what he

thought the moft probable opinion, or that of

the philofophical fchool in which he had been

educated. Thus an Epicurean who embraced

chriftianity was inclined to clothe the Deity
with a human form, a Platonift faid that God
was incorporeal, and a Pythagorean that he
was an intelligent light, orfre. Another ima

gined that the effence of God was corporeal,
but fubtle, and etherial, penetrating all bo

dies. Another, with Ariftotle, that it had no

thing in it of the elements that compofed this

world, but believed it to be of afifth nature.
&quot; In general,

-

fays my author, p. 474,
&amp;lt;c the idea of a fubftance abfolutely incorporeal
lff was not a common idea with chriftians at
&amp;lt;c the beginning. When I, he adds, coniider
&quot; with what confidence Tertullian, who
*

thought that God was corporeal, z\\& figured,
&quot;

fpeaks of his opinion, it make r
- me fufpedt

* c
that it muft have been the general opinion

f
c of the Latin church. Who can deny, fays

* c

he, that God is a body, though he ;s a fpi-

&quot;ritB
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&quot;

rit ? Every fpirit is a body, and has a form
I 1

proper to it. Melito, fo much boafted of for

^ his virtues and knowledge, compofed a trea-
&quot;

tife to prove that Cod is corporeal.&quot; p. 474.
The incorporality of the Fathers, p. 472,

did not exclude vijibiUty^ nor in confequence
all forts of corporality. For there would be a

manifeft contradiction in faying that corporeal

eyes can fee a being that has abfolutely no ex-

tenfion. Thofe bifhops alib, who compofed
the council of Conftantinople, which decreed

that there is an emanation from the divine

eilence of an uncreated tight, which is, as it

were, his garment, and which appeared at

the transfiguration of Chrift, muft have be

lieved God to have been a luminous fubftance;

for it is impoffible that a vifible, and confe-

quently a corporeal light, fhould be an ema
nation from a pure fpirit. p. 472.
On the mention of this fubject, it may not

be amifs to obferve, that there was a famous

difpute among the Greeks of the fourteenth

century, whether the light which furrounded

Chrift at his transfiguration was created or

uncreated. Gregorius Palamas, a famous

monk of mount Athos, maintained that it

was uncreated, and Barlaam maintained the

contrary opinion. It was objected to Palamas,

that an uncreated light could not be feen by
mortal eyes. But Leo Allatjus attempted to

remove this difficulty, by faying that if mor
tal eyes were fortified by a divine virtue, they

plight fee the Deity himfelf. p. 470.

When,
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When, continues my author, p. 476, J

confider the manner in which the Greek Fa

thers explain the incarnation of Cbrift, I can

not help concluding that they thought the di

vine nature corporeal. The incarnation, fay

they, is a perfect mixture of the two natures,

the fpiritual and fubtle nature penetrates the

material and corporeal nature, till it is dif-

perfed through the whole of that nature, and

mixed entirely with it, fo that there is no

place in the material nature that is void of the

ipiritual nature, p. 476.
Clemens of Alexandria fays, in fo many

&amp;gt;vords, that God is corporeal. Encyclopedic^ Ar
ticle Immaterialifm. Juftin fays. Ail fubftance,

which, on account of its tenuity, cannot be

fubjefl: to any other, has neverthelefs a body,
which conftitutes its effence. If we call God

incorporeal^ it is not that he is fo in reality,

but to fpeak of him in the moft refpcdable
manner. It is becaufe the effence of God
cannot be perceived, and that we are not feri-

iible of it, that we call it incorporeal. Ib.

Tertullian believed God to be a body, be

caufe he thought th^t what was not a body was

nothing. He fays, when we endeavour to

form an idea of the divinity, we cannot con

ceive of it but as a very pure luminous air^

diffufed every where. Beaujbbre, p. 477.

Origen obferved that {he word incorporeal is

not in the Bible, p. 484 ; and Jerom re

proached him with making God corporeal.
Maximus did not believe the immenfity of the
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divine fubftance, nor could any of thofe whq
thought him corporeal; becaufe it was a max
im with them, that two Tubftances could not
be in the fame place at the fame time.

p. 475. Auftin fays that God is a fpi*
ritual light, and that this light is no other than
truth. Is truth nothing, fays he, becaufe it

is not difFufed through fpace, finite or infi

nite, p. 481. This is the very language of
the Magi.

Thofe paffages of fcripture which fpeak of
God as &fpirit, were fo far from deciding this

controverfy in favour of the immateriality of

the divine eflence, that thofe chriftians who
believed God to be qofporeal alledged, in fa

vour of their opinion, that very expreflion of
our Saviour, that God is a fpirit. Can you,

fays Gregory Nazianzen, conceive of a fpirit

without conceiving motion, and diffufion^ pro

perties which agree only to body. Origen

fays that every fpirit, according to the proper
?ind finiple notion of the word, figntfies a

body. This is confirmed by Chalcidius. The
idea of a fpirit, according to the ancients, was

nothing but an invifible, living, thinking,

free, and immortal being, which has within

itfelf the principle of its actions and motions.

p. 485.
If the modern metaphyfician be fhocked at

&quot;what he has heard already, what will he fay
of the Anthropomorphites, who maintained

that God had even a human form ? and yet
Beaufobre fays, p. 502, that thi error is fo

ancient,
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ancient, that it is hardly poffible to find the

origin of it. They fuppofed that God had 4

body, fubtle like light, but with organs ex-

adtly like the human body, not for necefiity

but for ornament^ believing it to be the moil

excellent of all forms. This opinion muft
have been very common in the Eaft. The con

trary opinion was even coniidered as herefy,
becaufe it was the opinion of Simon Magus.
Melito, bifliop of Sardis, wrote in favour of

this opinion, and though it was combated

by Nov^tian in the Weft, and by Origen in

the Eaft, it ftill kept its ground in the church.

The monks, who foon became very power
ful, undertook its defence, and almoft all the

anchorites of Nitria were fo attached to it,

that, on this account, they railed violent fe-

ditions againft their patriarch Theophilus, and

exclaimed againft the memory and writings of

Origen. p. 502.

They vvho did not believe the immenfity of

God, bejieved, neverthelefs, his
infinity, be

caufe he knows all things, and a6ls every
where. There is but one true God, fays the

author of the Clementine Homilies. He is

adorned with the inoft excellentform, he pre-
fides over all beings, celeftial and terreftrial,

and conducts all events. He is in the world,

as the heart is in the man; and from him, as

from a center, there is continually diffufed a

vivifying and incorporeal virtue, which ani

mates and fupports all things, p. 507.
As
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As we come nearer to the prefent time, we
{&quot;hall find that the metaphyfical turn of thofe

who are ufually called Jcboo/men) refined upon
the notions of the early Fathers, as will ap

pear more diftinftly when I recite their opi
nions concerning the human foul ; but ftill

forne of the properties of matter were afcribed

to fpirits even till very near our times. It is

fomething remarkable, however, that we find

in the works of Gregory the Great, who
flourished in the fixth century, expreffions
more nearly approaching to the modern lan

guage than any that were generally ufed long
after his time. The only queftion is whether

he had precifely the fame ideas to his words.

He fays that God penetrates every thing
without extenuation, and furrounds every

thing with extenfion
;
he \sfuperior et inferior

fine loco, amplior fine Iztitudine, fubtilior fine

extenuationc. Speaking of Satan going out

from- the prefence of God, he fays, how can

he go from him who per molem corporis nuf-

quam eji^ fed per mcirciimfcriptam jitbfiant:a;n

nufquam deejl ? Opera, p. 6. H. I.

Damafcenus, who wrote in the eighth cen

tury, fays that God is not in loco, for he is a

place to himfelf, filling all things, and him-

felf embracing (fyftopJeftensJ
all things; for

he, without any mixture, pervades all things,

cmnia permeat. Opera, p. 281.

Photius, in the ninth century, fays that God
is not in the world as created beings are, but

in a more fublime manner ;
that he is in every

thing,
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thing, and above all things ; that he is in all

things by his operation, but that his a5l being
his fubftance, one may truly fay he is, both

in at and fubilance, every where. Duping
vol. vii. p. 109.

Gautier of Mauritania, in the twelfth cen

tury, maintained againft Thierry, that God is

omniprefent by his effence, as well as
% by his

power. Ib. vol. x. p. 173.

T.Aquinas, alfo, and the other fchoolmer^

fay that God is every where by his ejjence, as

well as his power. Summa, p. 281, He fays

farther, that God is a pure aft^ furus aftusy

p. 7, that he is in all places and all things,
not excluding other things, but as containing

them, not contained by them : and as the

whole foul is in every part of the body, fd

the whole Deity is in all, and every thing.
Deus totus

eji
in omnibus etjingulis . p. 7, 16.

If they had any ideas to this language, which
indeed is not eafy to fuppofe, they muft have

confidered the divine eflence as not deftitute of

extenfion, and in this ftate the opinion con

tinued till the reformation.

Crellius, giving a fummary view of what

\vas generally aflerted concerning God, men
tions the following pofitions, which he juflly

confiders as contradictory ;
that God is in

finite (with refpecT: to immenfity) and yet

wholly contained in the fmalleft particle of

duft, or point of fpace ;
that he fo exifts in

any whole body, that there is no part of the

body that is not full of God, nor, on the

other
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other hand, is there any part of the divine

effence that is not in the body. De Deo,
cap. 27.

Bayle fays that, till Defcartes, all doctors,
divines and philofophers gave extenfion to fpi-

rit, an infinite one to God, and a finite one to an

gels and rational fouls. He and his followers,

fay the writers of the Encyclopedic (Article

Immenfite} firft denied that God was prefent

any where by }\\sfubjlance^ but only by his

knowledge and power^ having no relation to

place ; that otherwife he would be extended

and corporeal, for he made extenfion to be a

proper definition of matter.

Beaufobre, indeed, fays,vol. i. p. 48 2, that phi

lofophers before Defcartes made the extenfion

of fpirits not to be material, nor compofed of

parts, and that fpirits are, with refped: to the

place that they occupy, toti in toto, et toti in

fingulis partibiis. The Cartefians, fays he,

have overturned all thefe opinions ; maintain

ing that fpirits have no extenfion, nor local

prefence. But he adds this fyftem is rejected
as abfurd. It has appeared, however, that

local prefence was not admitted by all the wri

ters here referred to.

Some very refpe&able writers, fince Def

cartes, have rejected his metaphyfical notions.

Thus Beza, in anfwer to Marnix, who main

tained that the divine omniprefence refpe&ed
his power and majefty only, afferted his proper
and fubjlantial immenfity. Beaufobre, vol. i.

P- 57-
We
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We (hall the lefs wonder at Defcartes s me-

taphyfical refinements with refped: to the di

vine effeacf and prefence, when we confider the

manner in which he proved the being of God.
He difcovered within himfelf the idea of an

eternal, infinite, and all-perfect being. But

every idea having an archetype, this muft have

one; and exijlence being a perfection, this

perfed: being, or God, muft actually and ne-

ceffarily exifL

SECTION XVt /

An Account of the different Opinions that have

been maintained concerning the SOUL.

THE
ftateof opinions relating to the ///-

vine effence is a fufficient guide to us with

refpecl to the dodtri-ne concerning the humari

foul, and other finite intelligences, as they ne-

ceflarily correfpond to one another. But for

this reafon, in order to gain intire fatisfaclion

with refpect to either
fubjeft,

we muft ex

amine them both feparately. I fhall, there

fore, in this feftion, go over the fame ground
as in the laft, in order to felecl: what has been

advanced concerning the humanfoul, as diftinct

from the Divine Being. And this will be the

more ufeful, as it will, at the fame time, fhevv

the derivation of the philofophical dolrine

on this fubjecl: in the Weftern part of the

world, from the Oriental fyftem. So that irf
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the more ancient times, -there was no material

difference of opinion with refped to it. And
the many wild opinions that have been enter

tained in later times will be an inftrudive

warning to us, of the confequence of depart

ing from the didates of revelation; which are

indeed thofe of the foundeft phikfophy, and of

commonfenje.

PART. I.

The Opinions of the HEATHENS and JEWS.

THE opinion of the ancient Perfians con

cerning the foul is clearly enough exprefled in

the following verfe from the Oracles of

r.oajler,
whether they be genuine or not.

Ei&amp;lt;n Tzravja -srupo? rvo? fxfffawla. L. 29.

They are all produced from one fire. Souls

were, therefore, of the naturp of fire.

We find, however, in later times, feveral

diftindions with refped to the foul in the

Eaftern part of the world ;
and thefe alfo

were copied, with ibme variation, by the

Greeks and chriftians. The hy pothefis of two

fouls, one of a celeftial fubftance, or the ra

tional foul, and the other material, the feat

of the paffions, was very generally received.

It was, fays Eeaufobre (vol. ii. p. 420.) that

of the Magi, the Chaldeans, and Egyptians ;

O and
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and Pythagoras and Plato had it from them*

It was alfo an ojd opinion in the Barbaric phi-

lofophy, that man derives his body, from the

earth, his foul, 4^x;^ from the moon, and his

fpirit, -sn^a, from the fun
; and that after

death each of them returns to its proper ori

gin, ib. vol. i. p, 309. We find, alfo, fome
difference of opinion with refpecl: to the

place where the fouls were difpofed of after

death. The Chaldeans thought that the place
of departed fpirits was above the world, but

the Greeks thought it was below. Stanley by
Le Clerc, p. 175.
We have no very fatisfa&ory account of the

philofophy of the Cbinefe. It appears, how
ever, that Confufius believed no future ftate

of rewards and puniihments. Being afked

what angels or fpirits are, he anfwered they
are air^ and this fays Leland (Neceffity of Re

velation, vol. ii. p. 295,) is the notion that the

Chinefe have of the foul. They look upon
it to be a material thing, though highly ra

refied.

When we come to the Greek pbihfopby, we
find a confiderable variety of opinions with

refpect to the effence of the foul ; but all of

them, who believed that there was properly

any fuch thing as a foul, held the opinion of its

being an emanationfrom theDivine Being. Cud-
worth fays, p. 38, 39, that all the ancients

who afferted the foul s immortality, held that

it was not generated, or made out of nothing ;

for that then it might return to nothing, and
i therefore
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therefore they commonly began with proving
its pre-exiftence, proceeding from thence to

prove its permanency after death. And Ci

cero fays that it was a principle tmiverfally

acknowledged, that whatever is born, and

,
has a beginning, muft alfo have an end.

Dicaearchus, fays Cicero (Tuft. $&amp;gt;ue, p. 64,
Ed. Glafg.) wrote three books to prove that

the minds of men are mortal
; but in another

place he fays, that he maintained that there

was no foul. Ariftoxenus laid that the foul

was harmony^ and Xenocrates that it was
number, ib. p. 26, 27. And according to

him, ib. p. 38, Pherecydes Syrius was the

firft that taught that the minds of men are

fempiternos, eternal, in which he was followed

by his difciple Pythagoras. Pherecydes had
that opinion from the Eaft.

Thales (fays Cicero, in his Book of Confo-

latiori) fays that Apollo himfelf declared that

the foul is a part of a divine fubftance, and

that it returns to heaven as foon as it is dif-

engaged from this mortal body. All thephi-

lofophers of the Italic fchool were of this ien-

timent. It was their conftant doftrine, that

fouls defcend from heaven, and that they are

not only the works of the Divinity, but a par

ticipation of his effence. Ramfay, p. 271. Ac

cording to Diogenes Laertius, Thales maintain

ed that the foul is immortal, becaufe that from

which it is taken p*irdV^rff-J is immortal.

Gaffs Pbilofopbia Generality p. 178. Euri

pides alfo, (according to Cicero, Tuft. $ueft.

O2 p. 56)
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p. 56) held that the mind was God, and that

if God be either anima^ or//&amp;gt;v,
the fame muft

be the mind of man ; or if it be afifthfub-

Jlance^ of which Ariftotle fpeaks, it muft be

the fame both with refpe6l to God and the

foul.

It is the doftrine of Plato concerning the

foul that makes the greateft figure of thofe of

the Greek philofophers, and that which the

chriftians have made the moft ufe of. I ihall,

therefore, give a fuller detail concerning it.

He diftinguiihed threeforts offouls, differing
in purity and perfe&ion, the unvverfalfoul^
thofe of the Jlars, and thofe of men. Beau-

ibbre, vol. ii, p. 362. Of thofe he diftin-

guifhed two parts, the fuperior, which was an
emanation from the Deity himfelf, and the in

ferior, which derived its origin from the more

fpiritual part of matter. Ib. vol. i, p. 379*

559. But according to Cicero, (Tufc. Quejl.

p. 27) Plato fuppofed the foul to be threefold,

and placed reafon in the head, anger in the

breaft) and fafazfubterpracordia.
Plato s account of the caufe of the defcent of

thefoul has fomething peculiar in it, but which
was not unknown in fome of the oriental fyf-

tems. Others fuppofed that they were condemn
ed to a confinement in thefe bodies for offences

committed in a pre-exiftent ftate ;
whereas he

reprefents their dejireofthefe mortalbodies to have

been their original fin. He fuppofed, fays Beau-

fobre, vol. ii, p. 332, that fouls were touch

ed with a fecret defire to unite themfelves to

bodies, and that this terrejirial thought was a

4 weight
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weight which dragged them to this lower
world. The Eflenes, he fays, had the lame

opinion. The following is his poetical ac

count of it from Ramfay, p. 288. &quot; Plato

fays that every foul that follows faithfully
the fublime law remains pure, and without

fpot ;
but if it content itfelf with neftar

and ambrofia, without following the cha

riot of Jupiter, to go and contemplate truth,
it grows heavy, its wings are broken, it

falls upon the earth, and enters into a hu
man body, more or lefs bafe according as it

has been more or lefs elevated
;
and that it

&quot;

is only after ten thoufand years that thefe
&quot; fouls are re-united to their principle, their
&quot;

wings not growing, and being renewed in
&quot;

lefs time.&quot;

According to the Platonic philofophy, there

muft be fomething very corporeal in the com-

pofition of the fouls of the wicked. Socrates,

in the Phsedo, fays that the fouls of thofe who
minded the body, and its appetites and plea-

fures, having fomething in them ponderous
and earthy, muft, after their departure out

of the body, be drawn down to the earth,

and hover about the fepulchres, till they enter

again into bodies fuited to their former na

ture. But that they who live holy and excel

lent lives, being freed from thofe earthly

places, as from prifons, afcend to a pure re

gion above the earth, where they dwell; and

thofe of them who were fufficiently purged

by philofophy live all their time without the

O 3 body,
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body, and afcend to ftill more beautiful habi

tations. Leland, vol. ii, p. 307. In his tenth

book of Laws, he fays, that thofe who have

been guilty of fmaller fins, do not fink fo

deep as others, but wander about near the

furface of the region ; whereas they that have

finned more frequently, and more heinoufly,
fall into the depth, and into thofe lower places
which are called Hades, ib. p. 313.

It is generally acknowledged that there is

great uncertainty with refpcQ: to the opinion
of Arlfiotle on this fubjcdt. It is probable that

he was fometimes inclined to the opinion of

man having no foul diftinct from the body;
as when he fays, according to Plutarch, that

fleep is common to the foul as well as the bo

dy. But when he fpeaks of the foul as a fub-i

ftance diftincl from the four elements, and

makes it to be afifth kind offubfiance, it Ihould

feem that he meant to declare himfelf to be

of the opinion of thofe who held the foul to

be of divine origin, and to be eternal. Cud-
worth fays that it muft needs be left doubtful

whether he acknowledged any thing immortal
in us or not. p. 55.

Cicero^ when he fpeaks as a philofopher,
feems to adopt the fentirnents of Plato with

refpeft to the foul. He fays, Humanus ani-

mriS) decerptus ex mente divma, cum nullo alio

niji cum dco ipfo (fi hoc fasJit diSiu) comparari

potefi. Leland, vol. ii, p. 326.
&quot; In all the firft book of Tufcujan Queftn

&quot;

ens,&quot; fays Mr. Locke (Effavj vol. ii, p,

160]
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1 60)
&quot; where he lays out fo much of his read-

&quot;

ing and reafon, there is not one fyllable
&quot;

ihewing the leaft thought that the foul was
i( an immaterial fubftance, but many things
&quot;

directly to the contrary- That which he
** feems moft to incline to was, that the foul

c was not at all elementary, but \vas of the
&quot; fame fubftance with the heavens, which
&amp;lt;c

Ariftotle, to diftinguifh it from the four
&quot;

elements, and the changeable bodies here
&quot;

below, which he fuppofes made up of them,
&quot; called Quinta Effentia. In all which there
* c

is nothing of immateriality, but quite the
&quot;

contrary.&quot;

He adds farther, that u the expreffions
u which drop from him, in feveral parts of
&quot; the book, evidently Ihew, that his thoughts
&quot; went not at all beyond matter. For ex-
&quot;

ample, that the fouls of excellent men and
&amp;lt;c women afcended into heaven, of others
&quot; that they remained here on earth ; that the
* ( foul is hot, and warms the body : that, as
&quot;

it leaves the body, it penetrates, and divides,
&amp;lt;c and breaks through our thick cloudy moift
&quot; air : that it flops in the region of fire, and
&quot; afcends no farther, the equality of warmth
&amp;lt;f and weight making that its proper place,
&quot; where it is nourifhed, and fuftained with
&quot; the fame things wherewith the ftars are
&quot; nouriflied and fuftained 5

and that by the
&quot;

conveniency of its neighbourhood it fhall

&quot; there have a clearer view, and fuller know-
&amp;lt; f

ledge, of the heavenly bodies : that the

04 *
foul
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&quot;

foul alfo, from this height, fhall have a
&quot;

pleafant and fairer profpedt of the globe of
&quot; the earth, the difpofition of \vhofe parts
&quot; will then lie before it in one view : that it

&quot;

is hard to determine what conformation,
&quot;

fize, and place, the foul has in the body :

16 that it is too fubtle to be feen : that it is in

the human body as in a houfe, or a veffel,

or a receptacle. All which are exprefiions
&quot; that fufficiently indicate that he had not in
&quot; his mind lepa rated materiality from the idea
&amp;lt;r of the foul.&quot; To thefe remarks of Mr.

Locke, I will add that, had any fuch opinion
as that of an immaterial principle, in the mo
dern fenfe of the word, been known in the

time of Cicero, who has collected and dif-

cufled all the opinions of the Greek philofo-

phers on that, as well as on almoft every other

queftion of importance, it would certainly
have been found in his writings.

It is much doubted, however, whether, in

reality, Cicero did not give into the Epicu
rean and atheiftical notions of his time

; fince

he expreffes himfelf very much to that pur-

pofe in his private letters
;
and it is remark*

able that Caefar, fpeaking in open fenate, con-

fiders all the accounts of what became of men
after death as entirely fabulous, and in fuch a

manner as if he well knew he fpoke the fen^-

timents of all his hearers.

The Stoics fometirnes adopted the common

philoibphical dodtrine, and fometimes depart
ed from it

;
but upon the whole they may be

ranked
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ranked with thofe who adopted the principles
of the Oriental fyftem on this fubjecl, as well

as on feveral others. Mrs. Carter fays,
&quot;

they
&quot; held both fuperior intelligences, and like-
44 wife the fouls of men to be a portion of the
&quot; eflence of God, or parts of the foul of the
&quot;

world, and alfo to be corporeal and perifli-
&quot; able. Some of them, indeed, maintained
&quot; that human fouls fubfifted after death, but
&quot;

they were, like all other beings, to be con-
&quot; fumed at the conflagration. Cleanthes
**

taught that all fouls lafted till that time;
u

Chryfippus only thofe of the good. Se-
&quot; neca is perpetually wavering, fometimes
&quot;

fpeaking of the foul as immortal, and at
&quot; others as periihing with the body; and in-
&quot;

deed,&quot; fhe fays,
a there is nothing but con-

46
fufion, and a melancholy uncertainty to be

&quot; met with in the Stoics on this fubjed:.
*

p. ii.
&quot; M. Antoninus, on the fuppofition that

&amp;lt;c fouls continue after death, makes them to
&quot; remain for fome time in the air, and then
&quot;

to be changed, difftifed, kindled, and re-
u fumed into the produftive intelligence of
&quot; the univerfe. But in another place he vin-
&amp;lt;c dicates the conduft of providence on the
&quot;

hypothefis that the fouls of good men are

extinguifhed by death.&quot; p. 12. &quot; In ge-

neral, however, he holds the language of

other philofophers on this fubjedy call-

ing the foul, vovc, psloxps 3-nag onropoipcts, and

and a7roo&quot;7r^cr/*a
ra ^*oj. See Suicer.

Thus

i(

&quot;
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&quot; Thus alfo Seneca, Dei pars eft ; and Ma-
&quot;

nilius, Pars ipfe deorum
eft&quot; &quot;Nothing,&quot;

fays Mrs. Carter, p. 1 7,
u can excufe their

idolatry of human nature (on this fuppofi-

tion) which they proudly and inconfiflent-

ly fuppofed to be perfect and felf-fufficient.

Seneca carries the matter fo far as, by an

implied antithefis, to give his wife man the

fuperiority to God. Even Epidetus fome-

times informs his readers that they are not

inferior to the
gods.&quot;

Galen declares he was quite ignorant of the

nature of the foul, but that he much fufpcdt-
ed that it was corporeal. Leland, vol. ii, p.
281.

Hitherto we have certainly found nothing
like a proper immaterial foul, as it is defcribed

by modern metaphyficians ; and it is remark

able that when we come to the opinions of the

chriftian Fathers^ we find that, inftead of their

ideas being more fpiritualized on this fubjeft,

they were confiderably more grofs than thofe

of many of the heathens, as we have feen to

have been the cafe with refpeft to their opi
nions concerning the divine effence. But be

fore I recite their opinions, I fhall take fome
notice of thofe of the Jews.

Prefently after the time of our Saviour,

and not much, I imagine, before, the more

fpeculative of the Pharifees began to adopt
the doctrine of the heathens concerning the

foul, as a fubftance diftinft from the body.
If we judge by the hiftory of the gofpel, we

cannot
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cannot but conclude that this was not then the

common belief. At leaft Martha, the fifter

of Lazarus, does not appear to have known
any thing of it

; nor does it appear from that

part of the hiftory, that even the Pharifees in

general had adopted it. And though it be

faid of the Sadducees, fo late as the year A. D,

60, as diftinguifhed from the Pharifees, Ads
xxxiii. 8, that theyfay there Is no refurreftion*
neither angel^ norfpirit, it io not certain that

by fpirit (wvpa) in this place is meant the

foul of a man, efpecially as it is faid of the

Pharifees that they confefs both^ roc a/u,po1pa, as

if there had been in fact but two articles men
tioned before.

Nor is it quite certain that even the opinions
of the Pharifees in general, in the time of Jo-
fephus, were quite fo conformable to the no

tions of the Greeks as he has reprefented
them. That himfelf, Philo, and others, had

adopted that fyftem is evident enough ; but

the difpofition of Jofephus to accommodate

his hiftory to the tafte of his readers, and his

defire to recommend his nation and religion to

his mailers, are well known.

There can be no doubt, however, but that

after the age of Jofephus the philofophizing

Jews went into all the depths of Oriental

myfticifm. Philo Judxus calls the human

foul, a7ro&amp;lt;r7ra&amp;lt;7/&amp;gt;c,
Ol* aTravW^a, from the Deity.

Calebs Philofophia Generalis, p. 370. The

Cabbalifts, as I mentioned before, fuppofed
that fpirits are made not from nothing, but

from
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from the Holy Ghoft : and that fpirits pro
duce fpirits, as ideas produce ideas. Beau-

fobre, vol. i, p. 588, 590. They alfo thought
that the foul, being an emanation from the

Deity, had the power of multiplying itfelf

without end, becaufe every part of the Deity
is infinite; fo that they believed that all fouls

were contained in that of Adam, and finned

with him. ib. vol. ii, p. 288. Like the

Greeks, the Jews in general, in the time of

Jofephus, thought that the place of departed
fouls was under the earth.

PART. II.

The Opinions of the CHRISTIAN FATHERS to

thejixth Century.

WE find nothing faid by any chriftian wri

ter concerning the foul before Juftin Martyr,
who had been a Platonic philofopher, and

who, ufing their language, fpeaks of fouls

as emanations from the Deity. Beaufobre, vol.

ii, p. 350.
But as this doffcrine of the high defcent of

the foul has not the leaft countenance in the

fcriptures, we foon find that it did not meet

with a hearty reception among chriftians, and

that it was abandoned by all who were not

peculiarly addicted to philofophy. Irenaeus

exprefsly denied the tranfmigration of fouls ;

he believed that they were immortal only

through
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through grace, and maintained that thofe of

the wicked lhall ceafe to be after they ihall

have been tormented a long time. Dupin, vol.

i, p. 60.

After this time we find that the doclrine

of a direct materialifm crept into the chriftian

church, and it is not eafy to fay from what
fource it came. Poffibly, however, thofe who
ufed this language did not, at firft, at leaft, dif

fer from other philofophers ; but confidering
what their ideas ofJpirit really were, thought

(and it was certainly with reafon) that the

term body was more juftly applicable to it.

The moft determined materialift in chrifti

an antiquity is Tertullian, who wrote his trea-

tife De Anima, on purpofe to explode the phi-

lofopliical opinion of the defcent of the foul

from heaven. He maintained that the foul is

formed at the fame time with the. body, and

that as the body produces a body, fo the foul

produces a foul. Dupin, vol. i. p. 79.
To what, fays Tertullian, did Chriit, when

he died, defcend ? To the fouls, I prefume,
of the patriarchs ;

but why, if there be no

fouls under the earth ? If it be not a body, if

is nothing. Incorporality is free from all con

finement, from pain or pleafure. Alfo all the

inftruments of its pain or pleafure muft be

body. Opera, p. 268. The foul of Adam,
he fays, p. 284, came from the breath of

God. But what is the breath of God but

vapori fpiritus ?

Arnobius,
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Arnobius, in oppofition to the philofophers,

maintained that it was human vanity that gave
the foul a defcent from heaven, that it is cor

poreal and mortal in its own nature
; that

the fouls of the righteous obtain immortality

by the divine fpirit which Jefus Chrift unites

to them
;
but that thofe of the wicked are to

be confumed by fire, and \vill be annihilated

after long torments. Beaujobre, vol. ii, p,

4*3.
This writer argues much at large, that the

foul is wholly incapable of fenfation or re

flection without the body. After fuppofmg
the cafe of a child cut off from all commu
nication with the world, and barely fed, in a

hole, without light, he concludes that he

xvould be deftitute of all knowledge, except
of the very few ideas that he would necefla-

rily acquire by his fenfes in that confined fi-

tuation. And he concludes with faying,

Where, then, is that immortal portion of di

vinity ; where is that foul, which enters into

the body, fo learned and intelligent, and which

with the help of inftrution only recollects its

former knowledge ? Opera, p. 34.

Origen fays it was not determined by the

church whether a foul was produced by ano

ther foul, whether it be eternal, or created for

a certain time ;
whether it animates the body,

or is only confined in it. But himfelf, being
a Platonift, held that fouls had beenfrom eter

nity, that they are fent into bodies as into a

prifon, for a punilhment of their fms. Dupin,
vol.
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vol. i, p. no. Of courfe he believed the

tranfmigration of fouls. Beaufobre, vol. ii,

p. 452. So alfo did the Cabbalifts. The
Jews, however, limited the tranfmigrations to

three, which they feem to have taken from

Plato, who admitted no fouls into heaven but

thofe which had diftinguifhed themfelves by
the pradice of virtue in three incorporations.
ib. p. 495. The Manicheans allowed five

tranfmigrations ;
but the fouls of the eleft*

they faid, went immediately into heaven, p,

499-

Among the later Fathers, we find three opi
nions relating to the origin of the foul. Firft,

that fouls were created when the body was

ready to receive them. ib. p. 353 ; another that

they came from God, and are inclofed in thg

male feed
;
another that the firft foul, viz. that

of Adam, was made of nothing, and that all

the reft came from this by ordinary generation.
It was to this opinion that Auftin inclined, ib.

P- 354-
He was, however, far from being deter

mined in his opinion on this fubjel, and fome-

times exprefles himfelf in fuch a manner as

if he thought the foul to be no fubjlance, but

only a property. He faid that the foul has no

corporeal dimenfiom, but that reajon and the

foul are one. Dupin, vol. iii, p. 131. He

exprefsly denied, however, that the foul is

znypart of God, p. 161, and fays that God s

breathing upon Adam either was his foul, or

that which produced it ; but he does not de

termine
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termine whether fouls are created

(laity,
or

not.

Before his time Gregory NyfTenus held that

fouls are formed at the fame moment with the

body ;
and he firft, I believe, made ufe of an

expreilion which was long retained in the

chriftian fchools, and was the fource of much

metaphyfical fubtlety, viz. that the foul is

equally in all parts of the body. Dupin, vol. ii,

p. 277. It was afterwards added more dif-

tinHy, that the whole foul is in every part of

the body.
The opinion of the immateriality of the

foul does not feem to have tended to a fettle-

ment before the fifth century, when the quefti-
on feems at length to have been, in a manner,
decided by Claudianus Mamertus, a prieft of

the church of Vienne, whofe opinions, and

manner of treating the fubject, are much
commended by Dupin.

In this century ./Eneas Gazoeus had main
tained that fouls are fenfible of nothing with

out the body. Dupin, vol. iv, p. 187. Gen-
nadius had advanced that God only is incor

poreal, ib. p. 185, and Fauftus Regienfis
had fupported the fame opinion more largely,

alledging the authority of Jerom and Caffi-

anus, and urging that the foul is inclofed in

the body, that it is in heaven or hell, and con-

fequently in fome place, and that if it was
not in place it would be every where^ which is

true of God only.
It
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It is to this writer that Mamertus replies.
But notwithstanding the excefiive applaufe he
has met with, it will be feen that his ideas on
the fubjecl: would not be entirely approved by
the more acute metaphyficians of the prefent

age. In his reply to Fauftus, he fays, That

every thing that is incorporeal is not uncreated,
that the volitions of the foul have their efftQ
in place, but are not made in place ;

that it has

neither length, breadth, nor height, that it is

not moved upwards or downwards, or in a

circle
;
that it has neither inward nor outward

parts ;
that it thinks, perceives, and imagines,

in all itsfubfiance ;
that we may fpeak of the

quality of the foul, but no man knows how
to exprefs the quantity of it. It is neither ex-

tended) nor in place. Dupin, vol.iv , p. 151.
In fome of his expreffions we find the pe

culiar opinions of Defcartes. For he fays the

foul is not different from the
&quot;thoughts,

that the

foul is never without thought, for it is all

thought ;
and that heaven and hell are not

different places^ but different conditions, ib.

p. 152.
But I queftion whether any modern me-

taphyfician will think him fufficiently ac

curate, or indeed, confiftent, in faying that

the foul is the life of the body, that this life is

equally in all and in every part of the body,

and that therefore the foul is in no place, ib.

153. It feems to have been this confounding
of \hefoul and the life, which is only a pro

perty, and not afulftance, that gave rife to the

P palpable
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palpable abfurdities of all the fchoolrnen, who
maintained that there was a wholefoul in every

fart of the body, and yet that one man had
but one foul. And analogous to this is their

other paradox concerning God, viz. that he

is completely in every poffible place.

Mamertus*s book is dedicated to Sidonius

Apollinaris, who, in return, prefers him ta

all the writers of his time, as the moft able

philofopher, and the moft learned man that

was then among chriftians. As the compli
ment he pays him is a very fingular one, I

fhall, for the entertainment of my readers,

infert it in the note *.

PART III.

The- State of Opinions from the Sixth Century
to the fime of Defcartes.

THAT we may have a clearer idea of the

ftate of opinions concerning the foul in what
are generally called the dark ages, I fhall note

thofe of the moft confiderable writers that

have fallen into my hands.

Cafliodorus, who flourished in the begin

ning of the fixth century, in his treatife

De Anima^ in which he profeflcs to bring
into

* He fays that he was an abfolute matter of aft the fci-

ences, that the purity of his language equalled or furpaffcd

Terence s, Varro s, Pliny s, &c. that he knew how to

ufe
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into one view what was moft approved, and
beft eftabliihed on the fubjecl:, maintains that

the foul has neither length, breadth, nor

thicknefs, that the whole foul is in all its

parts (faculties) and that it is of a fiery na
ture. He inclines to the opinion of the &amp;lt;/&amp;lt;?-

rivation offouls from fouls, becaufe he could

not otherwile account for the fouls of infants

being contaminated with original fin. Opera,

p. 429.

Gregory the Great, in the fixth century,

fays (Opera, vol. ii. p. 209) that the queftion

concerning the origin of the foul was much

agitated among the Fathers
;
fome maintaining

life the terms of logic eloquently ;
that his fhort and con-

cife way of writing contained the moft deep learning in a

few fentences, and he exprefled the greateft truths in a few

words ; that his ftyle was not fwelled with empty hyper

boles, and did not degenerate into a contemptible flatnefs.

In tine, he fcruples not to compare him with the moft

eminent philofophers, the moft eloquent orators, and the

moft learned Fathers of the church. He judges, fays he,

like Pythagoras, he divides like Socrates, he explains like

Plato, he puzzles like Ariftotle, he delights like ^Efchincs,
he (tirs up the paffions like Demofthenes, he diverts with a

pleafmg variety like Hortenfius, he obviates difficulties like

Cethegus, he excites like Curio, he appeafes like Fabius,
he feigns like CralTus, hediilembles like Caefar, he advifes

like Cato, he difliiadts like Appius, he perfuades like Ci

cero. And, if we compare him to the P athers of the

church, he inftrucls like St. Jerom a he overthrows error

like Laclantius, he maintains the truth like St. Auftin, he

elevates himfelf like St. Hilary, he fpeaks as fluently

and as intelligibly as St. Chryfoflbm r he reproves like St.

Bafil, he comforts like St. Gregory Nazianzen, he is co

pious like Orofius, and as urgent as Ruffinus ;
he relates

a ftory as well as Eufebius, he excites like St. Eucherhw,
he ftirs up like Fauiinus, he fupports like St. Ambrofe.

P 2 that
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that it defcended from Adam* and others that

a foul was given to each individual; and it was

acknowledged that this important queftion
could not be folved in this life. If, fays hey
the foul be of the fubftance of Adam, a,s well

as the body, why doth it not die with the

body ? But if it have another origin, how is

it involved in the guilt of Adam s fin ? But
as he concludes with faying, that the latter,

viz. the doctrine of originalJin^ is certain, and
the other, viz. the Mortality of thefoul^ is un

certain, he feems inclined to think the ioul

defcended from the foul of Adam ex traduce?

and therefore was poffibly mortal.

It is very evident that this writer had a

notion that the foul was corporeal, as will be

feen by a very curious circumftance in what
follows. Ke confidered the fouls of faints

and martyrs as continuing in or near their

dead bodies and relicks. For he fays, that,

as the life of the foul was difcovered by the

motion of the body while it was living, fo

after death its life is manifefted by the power
of working miracles. But he did not confi-

der the foul as confined to the dead body ; for

he adds, that many perfons, whofe minds
were purified by faith and prayer, had ac

tually feen fouls going out of their bodies

when they died
; and he relates at large fe-

veral hiftories of fuch fouls becoming vifible.

Among others, he fays, that the foul of

Abbot Spes was feen by all the brothers of his

inonaftery, coming out of his mouth in the

hape
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iliape of a dove, and flying up to heaven,
ibid.

As we approach nearer the age of the

fchoolrnen, we find lefs of materialifm, but a

language proportionably more
unintelligible,

though not quite fo remote from all concepti
on, as that of our modern metaphyficians.
Damafcenus, in the eighth century, fays (Ope

ra, p. 282) that &quot; the wholefoul is prefent to the
*

whole
body, and not part to part, nor is it

*
contained in the body, but contains it; as fire

&quot;

contains the red-hot iron, and, living in it,
&quot;

performs its functions.&quot; Though this writer,
as we have feen, considered God as not exift-

ing in place, we fee here that he confines the

foul of a man to his body.
From, this time the philofophical opinion

of the decent of thefoul was univerfally aban-

doned by chriftians. Agobard, who flourim-

ed in the ninth century, coniiders it as a

queftion decided by divines, that the foul is

not a part of the divine fubjlance, or nature,
and had no being before its union with the

body, being created when the body is formed.

Dupin, vol. vii. p. 182. Fredegifus, in the

fame century, fays, that fouls are created in

and with the body, though the philofophers
aflferted the contrary, and Auftin doubted it.

ib.p. 145.
Another doubt, however, continued in this

century. For Rabanus Maurus fays, it was a

dubious queftion, whether God created the

P 3 foul
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foul to be infufed into the body, or whether it

was produced from the fouls of the father and

mother. He maintained that the foul has no

particularfigure ) but that it is principally feat-

ed in the head. ib. p. 164. Hincmarus, in

the fame century, fays, that the foul does not

move
locally, though it changes its will, and

manners, ib. p. 50.

Barnard, in the twelfth century, fays, that

the foul cannot be in corporeal place, for that

things incorporeal cannot be meafured but by
time. Opera, p. 466.

Many of the Fathers, we have feen, were
of opinion that the foul is propagated like the

body, and that the foul of Adam was an ema
nation from God. But Peter Lombard con

demns thofe who fuppofed the foul to be a

part of God, and fays that it was created out

of nothing. Sententice
&amp;gt; Dift. 17.

My reader muft excufe me if, in relating
the Opinion of the famous fchoolman Thomas

Aquinas, I fhould not make myfelf perfectly
underftood. I fhall endeavour, however, to

make his meaning as intelligible as I well

can. Ke fays that the foul is not a body, but

the aft of the body (aftus corporu) as heat,

which is the principle of warmth ; juft as the

foul which is the principle of life, is not a body,
but the adt of a body. This looks as if he con-

fidered the foul as a mere property of body ;

but treating of the difference between the fouls

of men and brutes, he fays, that the former

is aliquid fubjijlens, but the latter was not

fub-
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fubfijlens, p. 160. He acknowledges, how
ever, with all the Ariftotelians, that the foul

is theform of the body, p. 161. Since that by
means of which any thing afls, is theform of
that to which the operation is attributed, p.

163. The whole foul, he fays, is in every

part of the body, according to the whole of
its perfection and effence, but not according to

the whole of its power, p. 168. There is

but one foul, he fays, to one man, difcharg-

Jng the functions of the intellectual, vegeta
tive, and fenfitive part, p. 165. In order to

explain the mutual aclion of the foul and

body, he fays, p. 160, that the contains vir-

tutis is oppofite to the contains qualitatis^

and that body may be touched by what is

incorporeal, fo that the foul may move the

body.
In Pernumia, whofe treatife of Natural

Philofophy was printed in 1570, the foul is

faid, fol. 85, to be they&j/? a$% primus aclus^

of the body, and that it is fo united to the

body, that, with refped to its quantity, it is

tota in toto, et pars in parte ;
but with refpeft

to its effence, and all its faculties, it is tota in

toto^ et tota in qualibet parte. la the fame

treatife, the natural and vital heat (which he

fays is compofed of the fubftance of the heart
^

the moft refined (depuratis) vapours of the

blood* and air attracted by it)
is faid, fol. 91,

to be a middle fubftance between the body
the foul.

p 4 PART
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PART IV.

The State of Opinions from the Time o

cartes to the prejent.

THUS flood the orthodox faith concern

ing the foul till the time of Defcartes, who
introduced quite a new mode of confidering
the fubjet, beginning upon new principles ;

which was by doubting of every thing,, and
then admitting nothing but wrhat his own
confcioufnefs abfolutely obliged him to admit.

And yet his writings on this fubje6l have

been the means of introducing more confu-

lion into it than was ever known before.

The Cartefians confidered the Ariftotelian

doflrine of the foul being the fubjlantialform
of the body, as inconfiftent with its immate

riality, and confequently definitive of the

doctrine of its immortality. Hlftorical Fiew^

p. 17. But, in ccnfequence of feparating
from the idea of the foul every thing that he
was not obliged to admit, Defcartes defined

the effence of the foul to confift in thinking,
the evident confequence of which is, that the

foul is, in fact, nothing but a properly &amp;gt;

and no

fubfiance at all
; and, therefore, notwithftand-

ing his boajting of improving the doftrine of

immateriality, he has been confidered by fome

only as a more acute materialift,

It
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It is plain, however, that this was not the

cafe, and his meaning muft have been, that

there was zfubjlance of the foul, and that the

property of this fubftance was to think with
out intermiffion, which he maintained. He
is, therefore, confidered by others, and efpc-

cially Mr. Bayle, as having firft eftablifhed

the true doftrine of an immaterial fubftance,

intirely without extenfion, or relation to place.
And yet I do not fee that his idea of the foul

could be wholly abftra&ed from matter, when
he fuppofecl that the feat of it was the pineal

gland. I therefore think that the proper im
material fyftem is of ftill later date, but who
was the author of it may not be eafily difco-

vered. Indeed, nothing was neceffary to

make the doclrine of the fchoolmen a com

plete fyftem of immaterial ifm, but the omif-

fion of a few pofitions which were inconfiftent

with it. But in the fame proportion in which
we cut off from fpirit every property that it

was fuppofed to have in common with mat

ter, we bring it to a ftate in which it is natu

rally impoffible to aft upon matter, or to be

aled upon by it.

Malebranche adopted the fyftem of Def-

cartes, maintaining that the effence ot matter

confifts in extenfion, and that of the foul in

thinking. He therefore faid that the foul

thinks always, and moft of all when it has no

confcioufnefs of its thoughts. He is alfo faid

to have been the firft who brought into vogue
the clo&rine of animalfpirit3.

The
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The fyftem of Defcartes has been generally

adopted, but with fome improvements, by
more modern metaphyficians. I do not, how
ever, find the ftrit immaterial fyftem in any
writer earlier than our Sir Kenelm Digby,
who in his treatife Of the Soul^ p. 85, con-

fiders it as &quot; the great property of the foul,
44 that it is able to move, and to work, with-
&quot; out being moved or touched

; that it is in
4C no place, and yet not abfent from any
&quot;

place ;
that it is alfo not in time, and not

&amp;lt;c

fubject to it, for though it does confift with
&quot;

time, and is while time is, it is not in
c&amp;lt;

time.&quot;

To this dodlrine Alexander Rofs, in his

Philofopbical Touch/lone^ p. 80, very naturally
and fenfibly replies,

&quot; If the foul be no where,
&quot;

it is nothing, and if every where, it is

* God, whofe property indeed it is to be
cc

every where, by his effence, power, and
&quot;

providence.&quot;

The good fenfe of Mr. Locke was evidently

ftaggered at the extravagant pofitions of the

ftrit immaterialifls, though he had not cou

rage, or confiftency, to rejed: the dodrine al

together. In oppofition to them, he main

tains largely (Ejfay^ vol. i, p. 259) that fpi-

rits are in place, and capable of motion. He
likewife maintained much at large the pofTi-

bility of thinking being fuperadded to matter *
9

_

and

* So confiderable a writer as xMr. Locke, having
maintained the

pojjlble materiality of the foul, I can

not
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and was inclined to be of opinion, that

the fouls of men are only in part immaterial.

It

rot fatisfy myfelf without giving my reader, in this note, an
idea of his manner of confidering the fubjedt, by bringing
together his moft: (hiking arguments :

&quot; We have ideas of matter and thinking, but poflibly
&quot;

(hall never be able to know whether any mere material
&quot;

being thinks or no ; it being impofiible for us, by the
&quot;

contemplation of our own ideas, without revelation, to
&quot; difcover whether omnipotency has not given to fome
*

fyftems of matter, fitly difpofed, a power to perceive and
&amp;lt;c think ; or elfe joined and fixed to matter, fo difpofed,
&quot; a thinking immaterial fubftance : it being, in refpecl of
* 4 our notions, not much more remote from cur com-
&amp;lt;s

prehenfion, to conceive that God can, if he pleafes,
*

fuperadd to matter a faculty of thinking, than that he
&quot; mould fuperadd to it another fubftance with the faculty
** of thinking j

fince we know not wherein thinking con-
* c

fids, nor to what fort of fubftance the Almighty has
&quot; been pleafed to give that power, which cannot be in any
&quot; created being, but merely by the good pleafure and
6C

bounty of the Creator.&quot; Effay* vol. ii. p. 167.
This petition he defends and illuftrates very largely,

in his letter to the bilhop of Worcefter, fome of the

moft remarkable paflages of which I (hall fubjoin.
&quot; You cannot conceive how an extended lolid fubftance

&quot; fhould think, therefore God cannot make it think.
cc Can you conceive how your own foul, or any fubftance,
&quot; thinks? You find, indeed, that you do think, but I
&quot; want ro be told how the aclion of thinking is performed.
&quot; This* I confefs, is beyond my conception.&quot; ibid, p,

146.
&quot; You cannot conceive how a folid fubftance fhculd

&quot; ever be able to move itfelf. And as little, fay I, are
&quot;

you able to conceive how a created unfolid fubftance
&quot; fhould move itfelf. But there may be fomething in sn
&quot; immaterial fubftance that you do not know. I grant it,

&quot; and in a material one too. For example, gravitation of

&amp;lt;c matter towards matter inevitably (hows that there is

&quot;

fomething in matter that we do not underftand, unlefs we
44 can conceive felf-mrtion in matter, or an inexcitable and

&quot; incon-
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It is worth our confideration, fays he, ib.

p. 264, whether adive power be not the

proper attribute of fpirits, and paffive

power of matter. Hence it may be con-

jedured, that created fpirits are not total

ly feparate from matter, becaufe they are

both adive and paffive. Pure fpirit, viz.

God, is only adive, pure matter is only

paffive, thofe beings that are both adive
and paffive we may judge to partake of

&quot; both.

cc
inconceivable attraction in matter, at immenfe snd in-

&quot;

comprehenfible diftances.&quot; ib. p. 147.
&quot; The gravitation of matter towards matter, by ways

&quot;

inconceivable to me, is not only a demonftration that
&amp;lt;c God can, if he pleafes, put into bodies powers and
&quot;

ways of operation above what can be derived from our
&amp;lt;c ideas of body, or can be explained by what we know of
4C

matter, but alfo an unqueflionnble and every where vi-
&quot;

tible infunce that he has done fo.&quot; p. 149.
&quot; When you can make it conceivable how any created

&amp;lt;c

finite dependant fubfhnce can move itfelf, or alter or
&amp;lt;c

flop its own motion (which it muft to be a free agent)
* c

I fuppofe you will find it no harder tor God to beftow
* c

this power on a (olid, than an unfolid created fubftance.&quot;

p. 166.
tc He. that confulers how hardly fenfation is, in our

* c

thought, reconcileable to matter&quot; (it muft be remember
ed that Mr. Locke thought brutes to be wholly material)
&quot; or exigence to any thing that has no extenfion at all,
c

will confefs that he is very far from knowing what his
&quot;

loal is. It is a point which feems to me to be put out
&quot; of the reach of our knowledge. And he who wiil give
&quot; himfelf leave to confider freely, and look into the dark
4 and intricate part of each hypothecs, will fcarcely find

&quot; his reafon able to determine him fixedly for or againll
&quot; the foul s

materiality,&quot; p, 168.

I can-
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I cannot help thinking that he who could

maintain thefe politions, viz. that fpirits exift

in place, and have proper loco-motion, that

matter may be made to think, that the fouls of

men are probably in part material, and alfo

that thcjouls of brutes are not immortal, was
not far from a proper materialifm ; and that

to have been confiftent with himfelf, he cer

tainly ought to have declared for it without

regarding vulgar prejudices.

Indeed, the tendency of thefe principles to.

materialifm was fo evident, that almoft all

the fubfequent defenders of the immmateria-

lity and natural immortality of the foul have

disclaimed them. Among others, Dr. Watts

has moft clearly and largely proved (Pbilofo-

phical Effays, p. 133) &c. that the necefiary

confequence of admitting fpirits to exift in

fpace, and to be capable of a proper motion

from one place to another, is that they muft

have proper extenfion, figure, and a corpo
real fubftance.

&quot; With regard to confcious beings, whe-
&quot; ther created or uncreated,&quot; he fays (ib. p.

381]
&quot;

I confefs I have no clear idea how they
&quot; can have any proper locality, refidence, fi-

&quot;

tuation, nearnefs, or juxta-pofition among
*

bodies, without changing the very effence

&quot; or nature of them into extended beings,
&quot; and making them quite other things than
&quot;

they are. When we fay that God, the in-

&quot;

finite fpirit,
is every where, in a ftricl: phi-

&quot;

lofophical fenfe, we mean that he has an

4
&quot;

im-



222 D I S QJJ I S I T I O N S ON
&amp;lt;c immediate and unlimited confcioufnefs of,
&quot; and agency upon, all things, and that his
&amp;lt;c

knowledge and power reach alib to all

&amp;lt;6

poffibles, as well as to all actual beings.
&quot; When we fay the foul of man is in bis
&quot;

body^ we mean he has a confcioufnefs of
&quot; certain motions and impreffions made on
&amp;lt;c that particular animal engine, and can
&quot; excite particular motions in it at plea-
&quot;

Cure.&quot;

This being the only confiftent fyftem of

immaterialifm, it is that which is held by Mr.

Baxter, and all the moft approved modern
writers upon the fubjeL
From the whole of this fe&ion, and the

preceding, it will appear, that the modern
idea of an immaterial being is by no means the

fame thing that was fo denominated by the

ancients ;
it being well known to the learned,

as has been fhewn, that what the ancients

meant by an immaterial being, was only a

finer kind of what we fhould now call matter ;

fomething like air or breath^ which firft fup-

plied a name for the foul, or elfe like jire or

flame, which was probably fuggefted by the

confideration of the warmth of the living

body. Confequently, the ancients did not

exclude from mind the property of extenfion^

and localprefence. It had, in their idea, fome
common properties with matter, was capable
of being united to it, of afting and being
acted upon by it, and of moving from place
to place along with it,

I But
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But it was juftly confidered by the moderns,
that fuch an immaterial fubftance as this was,
in fat, no immaterial fubftance at all, but a
material one ; it being the opinion of all mo
dern philofophers (though it was unknown
to the ancients) that all matter is ultimately the

fame thing, all kinds of bodies differing from
one another only in the Jize or arrangement
of their ultimate particles, or atoms. It was,

therefore, feen, that if the powers of fenfa-

tion or thought could belong to fuch a ma
terial fubftance as the ancients had denomi
nated an immaterial one (being only an at

tenuated kind of matter) it might be imparted
to the very grojjeft matter ;

fmce it is naturally

capable of the fame attenuation ; and there

fore, that the foul and body, being in reality

the fame kind of fubftance, muft die toge
ther.

To avoid this conclufion, of which divines

entertained a very unreafonable dread, they
refined upon the former notion of fpirit, ex

cluding from it every property which it held

in common with matter ; making it, in the

ftricT: metaphyfical fenfe of the term, an im

material tbingy without extenfion, that is, oc

cupying no portion of fpace, and therefore

bearing no relation to it
;
and confequently

incapable of motion from one place to an

other. In fad, there was no other method

of keeping clear of a proper materiallfm. For

there can be no medium between abfolute ma-

terialifm, and this proper and ftric~t immate-

rialifm.
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rialifm. Now what I maintain is, that this

dread of rnaterialifm has driven thefe refiners

among the moderns, to adopt a fyftem with

refpet to human nature, that is not only con

tradicted by fad: and experience, as I think

has been fully proved, but is likewife abiurd

and impoffible in itfelf. For by denying to

fpirit every property in common with matter,

it neceffarily makes them incapable of mutual

affiion or
inffuence\ in confequence of which it

xvill be naturally impoffible that the divine

mind fliould either have created matter, or

be capable of afting upon it.

SECTION XVII.

A brief Hiftory of Opinions concerning tht

STATE OF THE DEAD.

AFTER
reciting the foregoing feries of

opinions concerning the foul in ge
neral, it may not be amifs to confider by itfetf

what has been thought concerning its condi

tion between the death of the body and the

refurreftion. And the revolution of opinions^
with refpeft to this queftion, has been not a

little remarkable.

It was unqueftionably the opinion of the

apoftles and early chriftians, that whatever

be the nature of the foul, its percipient and

thinking powers ceafe at death ; and they had

no
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no hope of the rftoration of thofe powers,
but in the general refurredion of the dead.

But when it was concluded that men had fouls

diftincl: from the body, and capable of ful}-

fifting after the body was dead, it was ne-

ceflary to provide fome receptacle for them,
where they might wait till they were re

united to their refpeftive bodies.

Before the council of Florence, which was
held in the year 1439, under Pope Eugenius
IV. the current doctrine both of the Greek
and Latin churches was, that the fouls of the

faints were in abditis receptaadis, or, as fome
of them expreffed it, in exierioribus atriis,

where they expected the refurrection of their

bodies, and the glorification of their fouls ;

and though the Fathers believed all of them
to be happy, yet they did not think they
would enjoy the beatific vifion before the re-

furrecYion. Htjlorical View^ p. i. How the

fouls of the wicked were difpofed of, little or

nothing is faid by them.

The catholics, as well as heretics, fays

Beaufobre, vol. i. p. 290, believed that the

fouls of the Old Teftament faints were kept
in prifon in the Jhades below, and could not

be delivered from thence but by the grace of

Chrift. Chrift, they fay, when he was in a

ftate of death, went and preached to them,

and brought from thence as many as believed

in him. Irenseus maintained this opinion.

ri) vol. i, p. 60.
That
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That the genuine chriftian doctrine, of the

Jleep of the whole man till the refurreftion, did

however continue in the chriftian church, and

efpecially among thofe who had little inter-

cqurfe with philofophers, there is fufficient

evidence. Dupin fays, that under the reign
of Philip, an affembly of hifhops was held

on the account of fotne x^rabians, who main
tained that the fouls of men died, and were

raifed again with their bodies, and that Ori-

gen convinced them of their miftake, vol. i.

p. 99. He alfo fays that Tatian was of the

fame opinion with thofe Arabians.
. ibid, p.

55-
It will be more fatisfatory to my readers, if,

befides this general account, I quote more par

ticularly the fentiments of fome of the chrif

tian writers upon this fubjet. I fliall, there

fore, relate what is faid by a few of thofe

of the middle ages, when the opinion began
to change.

Gregory the Great, fays (Opera, vol. i.

p. 39) that the fouls of fome of the righteous,
on account of their irnperfedions, are not

immediately admitted to heaven, though others

certainly are. But he fays, the fouls of all

the wicked are tormented in hell
;

and he

explains how, like the foul of the rich man
in the gofpel, and of the devils, they may be

tormented with corporeal fire, though they
themfelves be incorporeal.

Julian of Toledo, alfo, in the feventh cen

tury, maintained that the fouls of the wicked,
iin-
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immediately after death, are precipitated into

hell, where they undergo endlefs torments.

Dupin, vol. vi. p. 44.
Anfelm fays (Opera, vol. Hi. p. 146) that

the fouls of good men do not enjoy perfect

happinefs till they be re-united to their bodies.

And that even then they could not be pertecl:-

ly happy, if this union impeded their velocity^

in inftantly conveying themfelves from one

place to another, even the moft diftant; in

which, he fays, part of their perfection will

confift.

Bernard fays (Opera, p. 481) that, at the

refurreel:ion, the foul recovers, its life andfen/e,
that is, its knowledge, and love. But he fays,

p. 954, that the fouls of the martyrs, when
loofed from their bodies, are immerfed in a

fea of eternal light. This, however, was

peculiar to the martyrs, and not the neceffary

privilege of all the departed fouls of good
men. Again he fays, p. 290, that the fouls

of the juft go to reft at death, but not to the

full glory of their kingdom. And, p. 1716, K.

that though they drink of happinefs, they are

not intoxicated.

He hardly feems to think that the wicked

fuffered any thing in the intermediate ftate.

For he fays, ib. that white robes are given to

the faints, in which to wait till the wicked are

puniftied, and themfelves are crowned with

double happinefs.
In this ftate continued the doctrine con

cerning the dead, through the greateft part of

the



228 DISQJJIS IT I ONS ON
the dark ages, between the chriftian Fathers

and the Reformation. It feems, however, that

the opinion of the admiffion of the fouls of

the righteous to a ftate of perfed: happinefs
in heaven, had gradually gained ground, and

had become the general opinion in the four

teenth century. For Pope John XXII. made
himfelf very obnoxious by reviving, as it is

faid by Dupin, the opinion of the ancient

Fathers, that the fouls of good men do not

enjoy the beatific vifion till the day of judg
ment. He was very ftrenuous in aflerting and

preaching this dodtrine, contrary to the judg
ment of the divines at Paris, whom the king
of France aflembled for that purpofe. But it

is faid that, on his death bed, he retraded his

opinion, and acknowledged that fouls, fepa-
rated from the body, which are purged from
their fins, are in the kingdom of heaven, and

in Paradife with Jefus Chrift, and in the com

pany of the angels ; that they fee God face to

face, and the Divine eflence, as clearly as the

ftate and condition of a foul feparated from

the body will permit. Dupin, vol. xii. p. 28.

His fucceffor, Benedict XII, made a Iblemn

decree againft the opinion of his predeceflbr,

ib. p. 29. But probably the opinion of In

nocent had many adherents, fince it was

thought necefiary a confiderable time after

wards to bring a decree of a council in aid

of the contrary dodtrine; and, it is remark

able that it was by the authority of a pope,
who was obliged to. ufe great art and addrefs

to
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to gain his point, that the prefent faith of all

proteftant churches on this article was proper

ly eftablifhed.

In a council fummoned by Eugenius IV,
to meet at Ferrara, and adjourned to Flo

rence, it was decreed that the fouls of thofe

who, after baptifm, have incurred no ftain of

fin, as alfo the fouls of thofe, who having
contracted the ftain of fin, whether in their

bodies, or diverted of their bodies, have been

purged by the facrifice of the mafs, prayers
and alms, are received into heaven immedi

ately, and clearly behold the triune God as he

is. Hiflorical View, p. 2.

The doctrine of the immortality of the

foul, which implies that of its feparate exift-

ence after death, being denied by many of that

age, efpecially by the difciples of Avcrroes,

and other Arabian philofophers (who main

tained one uhiyerfaljouh the derivation of all

other fouls from it, and their abforption into

it)
it was thought neceffary to reinforce the

belief of it in another council. Accordingly,
in the Lateran council, held by Leo X. in

i JI3, it was decreed that the foul is not only

truly, and of itielf, and effentially theform of
the human body, as is expreffed in the canon

of Pope Clement V, publifhed in the ge

neral council of Vienne, but likewife immor

tal, and according to the number of bodies

into which it is infufed, is fmgularly miilti-

plicable, multiplied, and to be multiplied,

(muttiplicabilist multiplicata, et multiplkanda}.

Jlijiorical View, p. 6. This certainly implies

CL3 the
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the generation of fouls from fouls, contrary
to the decifion of Damafcenus mentioned

above.

Pomponatius, a philofopher of Mantua,
net at all intimidated by this Lateran thunder,

published a book in the year 1516 on the im

mortality of the foul; in which he expofed
the futility of that argumentation by which
the followers of Ariftotle had endeavoured to

prove the immortality of the foul, on the

principles of their matter, by {hewing that

they either miftook the fenfe of Ariftotle s

principles, or drew wrong conclufions from

them. He then examines the hypothefis of

Ariftotle himfelf, and fhews that the mortality
of the foul may be as eafily proved by it as

the contrary. After all this he ftates the mo
ral arguments for the immortality, or rather

againft the mortality of the foul, under eight
heads ;

and having fhewn that they are weak
and inconclufive, he infers upon the whole,
in his laft chapter, that the immortality of

the foul being a problematical queftion, we
can have no afiurance of the thing but from

Revelation ; and that they who would build

immortality upon any other foundation, only
verify the character given to certain felf fuf-

ficient reafoners by the apoftle, namely, that

projejjing tkemfefaes *wije they became fools.

Hiftorical View, p. 8.

Though this doctrine of the immortality of

the foul, as a fubftance diftincl: from the body,
is manifeftly favourable to popery, but few of

the
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the Proteftants appear to have had ftrength of
mind to call it in queftion. Luther, however,
did it, though the oppofition almoft died with
him. In the defence of his propofitions (in

1520) which had been condemned by a bull

of Leo X. he ranks the opinions of the na

tural immortality of the foul, and that of the

foul being the fubfiantial form of the
body&amp;gt;

among the monftrous opinions to be found in

the Roman dunghills of decretals
;
and he af

terwards made ufe of the doctrine of thefieep

of thefoul, as a confutation of purgatory and

faint worfhip, and he continued in that belief

to the laft moment of his life. Hijlorical View*

p. 15. William Tyndale allb, the famous

tranflator of the Bible into Engliih, in defend

ing Luther s do&rine againft Sir Thomas
More s objections, confiders the fleep of the

foul as the doclrine of the Proteftants in his

time, and founded on the fcriptures. ib. p. 16.

Calvin, however, violently oppofed this

doctrine ; and this feems to have given a dif

ferent turn to the fentiments of the reformed

in general, and Tyndale himielf recanted

his opinion. Calvin feems to have been

embarrafled with the fouls of the wicked. He

fays it is nothing to him what becomes of

their fouls, that he would only be refponfible

for the faithful. Hijlorical View, p. 25. But

it appears from Calvin s own writings, that

thoufands of the reformers were of a differ

ent opinion from him; and though the doc

trine of the immortality of the foul be ex-

hibited
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hibiteSin all the prefent proteftant confeffions

of faith, there is little or nothing of it in the

eadieft of them.

After the long prevalence of the do&rine

of the intermediate Jlate, that of thejleep of
the foul has of late years been revived, and

gains ground, not fo much from confiderati-

ons of philofophy, as from a clofer attention

to the fenfe of the fcriptures. No perfon has

done more in this way than the prefent excel*

lent bimop of Carlifle. Very important fer-

vice has alfo been done to the fame caufe by
the author of the Hi/lorical View of this con-

troverfy, from which much of this ieftion is

extracted. Upon the whole, the do&rine of

an intermediate itate is now retained by few

who have the character of thinking with free

dom and liberality in other refpefts. And
the more attention is given to the fubjeft in a

philofophical light, the better founded, I

doubt not, will the conclufions that have been

drawn from the fludy of the fcriptures appear
to be.

It has not, however, been confidercd how
much the do&rine of the infenjible ftate of the

foul in death affedls the doftrine of ihejefa-
rate exigence of thefoul, which it appears to

rne to do very materially. It certainly takes

away all the
life

of the dodtrine, and there*

fore mould leave us more at liberty from any
prejudice -in the difcuffion of the queftion,
fmce nothing is really gained by its being
decided either way. Though we fhould have

a foul,
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# foul, yet while it Is in a date of utter in~

Jenfibility*
it is, in fad, as much dead, as the

body itfelf while it continues in a ftate of
death. Our calling it a ftate of

Jlcep, is only
giving another and fofter term to the fame

thing; for our ideas of the ftate itfelf are pre-
cifely the fame, by whatever name we pleafe
to call it. I flatter myfelf, however, that in

time chriftians will get over this, as well as

other prejudices; and, thinking with more

refpecl: of matter, as the creation of God,
may think it capable of being endued with
all the powers of which we are confcious,
without having recourfe to a principle, which,
in the moft favourable view of the fubjecl:,

accords but ill with what matter has been
conceived to be.

SECTION XVIII.

Account of Opinions concerning the SEN
TIENT PRINCIPLE IN BRUTES.

TH E fouls of brutes, which have very
much embarrafled the modern fyftems,

occafioned no difficulty whatever in that of

the ancients. They confidered all fouls as

originally the fame, in whatever bodies they

might happen to be confined. To-day it

might be that of a man, to-morrow that of a

borfe, then that of a man again, and laftly

be
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be abforbed into the univerfal foul, from

,
which it proceeded.

*

. But chriftianity made a great difference be

tween men and brutes. To the former a hap
py immortality was promifed, and in fuch a

manner as made it impoflible to think that

brutes could have any title to it. It was ab-

folutely neceflary, therefore, to make a change
in the former uniform and comprehenfive

fyftem ;
and though fome philofophical chrifti-

ans full retained the dodtrine of tranfmigfati-

oii, it was generally given up, notwithftand-

ing the doctrines of pre-exiftence^ and of a

feparate confcloufnefs after death^ which were

originally parts of the fame fyftem, conti

nued.

To account for the great difference wrhich

chriftianity made between the future ftate of

men and brutes, and yet retain the feparate
ftate of the foul, it was neceflary to find fome

fpccific difference between them. But a moft

unhappy one was pitched upon, one that is

contradicted by every appearance. It has,

however, been fo neceflary to the reft of the

now disjointedfyjlem ^ that notwithstanding this

circumitance, it has maintained its ground, in

* It wns confiftent, however, with this hypothecs, to

fuppole that while fouls were confined to the bodies of

brutes, their faculties fhould differ, with
refpec&quot;t

to their ex-

ercife, from thofebf men. Thus Afiftotle beftowed fen-

Jation, memory, and the pajjions on other animals, and rea-

fon on man exclufively. On this principle the ichoolmen,
and all the Peripateticks proceeded. Bolingbroke s Works^

vol. iii. p. 530.
fome
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fome fort, to this day. It is that, though the
foul of a man is immortal, that of a brute is

not ;
and yet it is evident that brutes have the

rudiments of all our faculties, without ex

ception ; fo that they differ from us in degree

only, and not in kind. But the confequence
of fuppofing the foul of a man and that of a

brute to be of the fame nature, was abfo-

lutely inadmiffible; for they muft then, it was

thought, have been provided for in a future

ftate as well as our own.
It has been feen that the Platonifls thought

there was fomething corporeal even in the

human fouk It is no wonder then that the

fouls of brutes fhould have been thought to

be wholly fo, and therefore mortal, which was
the opinion, I believe, of all the chriftiari

world till very lately. Even the great Lord
Bacon entertained this opinion. Anima jen-

Jibilis^ fays he, five brutorum, planeJubftantia

corpore acenfenda eft. Gale, p. 326. The ce

lebrated anatomift Willis alfo profefled the

fame. ib.

Theopinionof Defcartes was much more ex

traordinary, for he made the fouls of brutes to be

mere automata, and his difciples in general de

nied that they had any perception. Malebranche

fays that they eat without pleafure, and cry
without pain, that they fear nothing, know

nothing ;
and if they acl: in fuch a manner as

fhews underftanding, it is becaufe God, havr

ing made them to preferye them, has formed
their
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their bodies fo as mechanically to avoid what
ever might hurt them.

The learned Dr. Gale maintains at large
that the fenfitive foul is corporeal, Pbilofopbia

Generate) p. 323, and the very juftly cele

brated Dr. Cudworth has revived, for the fake

of helping this great difficulty, the long-ex

ploded notion of the foul of the ivarldy from
which the fouls of brutes iffue, and to which
he fuppofes they return, without retaining
their feparate confcioufnefs after death. &quot;

They
&amp;lt;
4

may, if they pleafe,&quot; fays he, p. 45,
&amp;lt;c

fuppofe the fouls of brutes, being but fo
**

many particular irradiations, or effluxes^
&amp;lt;c from \h&t life above, whenfoever and where-
&amp;lt;c foever there is any fitly prepared matter ca-
&amp;lt;c

pable to receive them, and to be aduated
&quot;

by them, to have a fenfe and perception of
** themfelves in it, fo long as it continues fuch.
&amp;lt;c But fo foon as ever thofe organized bodies
&quot; of theirs, by reafon of their indifpofition,
&quot; become incapable of being farther aded
&amp;lt;c

upon by them, then to be refumed again,
&quot; and retracted back to their original head and
fc fountain. Since it cannot be doubted but
&quot; what creates any thing out of nothing, or
t fends it forth from itfelf, by free and vo-*

u
luntary emanation, may be able either to

ft retrad: the fame back again to its original
&amp;lt;

fource, or elfe to annihilate it at
pleafure.&quot;

P. 45-.
This writer, however, fuggefts another me

thod of folving this difficulty, much more li

beral
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beral and rational; fuppofing the immortality
of the foul not to follow neceflarily from its

immateriality, but from the appointment of
God. But he injures the brutes very much
when, to account for the difference in the di

vine difpenfations to them and us, he fup-

pofes them to be deftitute of morality and

liberty, p, 45.
I ammoft furprifed to find Mr. Locke among

thofe who maintain, that, though the fouls

of men are, in part, at leaft, immaterial, thofe

of brutes, which refemble men fo much, are

wholly material. It is evident, however, from
the manner in which he exprefles himfelf on
the fubjedt, not only that this was his own
opinion, but that it was the general opinion
of his time. He fays (EJ/ay^ vol. i. p. 148)
&quot;

Though to me fenfation be comprehended
&quot; under thinking in general, yet I have fpoke
** of fenfe in brutes as diftincl: from thinking ;

&amp;lt;4 and to fay that flies and mites have im-
f&amp;lt; mortal fouls will probably be looked on as
&quot;

going a great way to ferve an hypothefis.
&quot;

Many, however, have been compelled by
** the analogy between men and brutes to go
&quot; thus far. I do not fee how they can ftop
* fhortof it.&quot;

It would be endlefs to recite all the hypor
thefes that have been framed to explain the

difference between brutes and men, with re-

fpecT; to their intellects here, and their fate

hereafter.
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hereafter. I fhall, however, mention that of

Mr. Locke, who fays,
&quot;

This, I think, I may
&quot; be pofitive in, that the power of abftraclion
* c

is not at all in them, and that the having
&quot; of general ideas is that which puts a perfect
&amp;lt;c diftinftion between men and brutes. For
&quot;

it is evident we obferve no footfteps in

them of making ufe of general figns for

univerfal ideas, from which we have rea-

fon to imagine that they have not the fa

culty of abftracting, or making general

ideas, fmce they have no ufe of words, or
&quot;

any general figns.
&quot;

Effay^ vol. i. p. 120.

In fat, however, as brutes have the fame

external fenfes that we have, they have, of

courfe, all the fame inlets to ideas that we have;
and though, on account of their wanting a fuf-

ficient quantity of brain^ perhaps, chiefly, the

combination and affociation of their ideas can

not be fo complex as ours, and therefore they
cannot make fo great a progrefs in intellectual

improvements, they muft neceflarily have, in

kind) every faculty that we are pofleffed of.

Alfo fmce they evidently have memory^ pafji*

ens, wi/I, and judgment too, as their adtions

demonftrate, they muft, of courfe, have the

faculty that we call abftraSlion as well as the

reft; though, not having the ufe of &amp;lt;wordsj

they cannot communicate their ideas to us.

They muft, at leaft, have a natural capacity
for what is called abftrattion^ it being nothing
more than a particular cafe of the aflociation of

ideas,
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ideasi of which, in general, they are certain

ly poflefled as well as ourfelves.

Befides, if dogs had no general or abftract

ideas, butonly fuch as were appropriated to par
ticular individual objeffis) they could never be

taught to diftinguim a man, as fuch, a bare,
as fuch, or a partridge, as fuch, &c. But
their actions fhew that they may be trained to

catch hares, fet partridges, or birds in general,
and even attack men, as well as to diftinguifh
their own mafter, and the fervants of the fa

mily in which they live.

Whether brutes will furvive the grave we
cannot tell. This depends upon other confi-

derations than their being capable of reafon

and reflection. If the refurreclion be pro

perly miraculous, and entirely out of all the

eftablifhed laws of nature, it will appear pro
bable that brutes have no mare in it

;
fmce we

know of no declaration that God has made to

that purpofe, and they can have no expecta
tion of any fuch thing. But if the refurrec-

tion be, in fact, within the proper courfe of na

ture, extenfively confidered, and confequent-

ly there be fomething remaining of every or

ganized body that death does not deftroy, there

will be reafon to conclude that they will be

benefited by it as well as ourfelves. And the

great mifery to which fome of them are ex-

pofed in this life, may incline us to think,

that a merciful and juft God will make them

fome recompence for it hereafter. He is their

maker
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maker and father as well as ours. But with

refpect to this queftion, we have no fufficient

data from which to argue, and therefore muft

acquiefce in our utter ignorance ; fatisfied that

the Maker and Judge of all will do what is

right.

THE
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INTRODUCTION;
Containing the Outlines of the Phllofophical

Doc~lrine concerning the Origin of the Souls

of Men^ &c.

TRUE Religion, which confifts in the

obfervance of juft precepts for the con-

dud of life, and of reaionable expectations
after death, is neceffarily founded on a juft

knowledge of God, of ourfelves, and our fi-

tuation. But it was naturally impoffible that

inankind, in the infancy of the world, fhould

Attain to juft notions on thefe fubjeds. It

could not be, but that the philofophy of the

world around us, and the various fubftances

that compofe it, fhould precede the know

ledge of ourfelves, and especially the know

ledge of God, the maker of all things. And
the very flow progrefs that mankind have

made in the true philofophy of the external

world, our acquaintance with which is at

prefent but very imperfed, and all the great

difcoveries recent, is fufficient to convince

any perfon, who knows what philofophy is,

and how ready men always are to fpeculate

upon every fubjed, and to attach themfelves

R 2 to
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to general principles, falfe as well as true, of

what importance it was that the univerfal pa
rent fhould make fome proviiion for his off-

fpring in thefe refpe&s; by imparting to them
that information, which, in their circum-

ftances, it was abfolutely impoffible they fhould

have acquired. Without this feafonabie aflift-

ance, very abfurd notions would unavoidably
have been formed, and foolifh and pernicious

practices would have been the confcquence of

them.

It is not from theory only, but from un-

questionable jatts, that we are authorifed to

pronounce in this manner. All authentic hif-

tory fhows us, that when mankind, unfur-

nimed with the rudiments of juft previous

knowledge* &amp;lt;&/fpeculate concerning the ftruc-

lure of the world, and the origin of it, con

cerning their own nature, and future defti-

nation, and efpecially the nature and moral

government of God, they did adopt the wild-

eft and moft extravagant fyftems imaginable;
and that the religion they thus made for them-
felves gave a fanction to fuch practices as ex

ceedingly debafed their natures, and funk them
to the lowed degree of depravity, vice, an4
wretchednefs. That the religions of the hea

then world, and efpecially thofe of the early

ages of mankind, were of this pernicious

kind, no perfon acquainted with hiftory wilj

deny.
It is, likewife, no lefs evident from hiftory,

that it has been owing to the influence of ^

few
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few fundamental truths, communicated by
God to men, that the mifchievous tendency
c5f the various pagan religions has, in fact,
been counteracted

; and it is from thefe alone
we are to, expect the future prevalence of
found knowledge, virtue, and happinefs. I

do not fay, however, that no juft principles of

religion could ever have been formed by men
linaffifted by revelation, but that this know
ledge would have been acquired very late, not
till error, fuperftition, and vice, had become
too prevalent and inveterate; and fome im

portant religious truths, I may venture to fay,
would never have been acquired at all.

That there is one God, who made the world
and all things in it, and who governs it by
his providence, who loves virtue and will re

ward it, who hates vice and will punifh it,

are truths too fublime to have been inveftiga-
ted by human fpeculation. On the contrary,
a various and abfurd polytbeifm, leading to the

rrioft abominable and horrid rites, was the im
mediate confequence of the wild, undirected

fpeculations of men concerning the origin of

the world. The religion of the Patriarchs

and Jews, which alone contained the great
truths above mentioned, was a moft feafonable

check upon the polytheifm of the Eaft, which

was of the moil flagitious and horrid kind.

And it has been owing to chriftianity, and to

nothing elfe, that the fame great and generous

principles have now fpread into this Weftern

part of the world, overturning the polytheifm
R 3 that
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that prevailed in it before, and bidding fair,

according to the prophecies of the gofpel, to

diffufe their beneficial influence among all the

nations of the world.

The incapacity of mankind, in the early

ages of the world, for fpeculating concerning
their own nature, or that of the Divine Being,
and therefore the real importance of revelati

on, is in nothing more confpicuous than in

its appearing (now that we are fomewhat bet

ter prepared to form a judgment concerning
thefe fubjects) that the doctrines of revelation

only prove to be truly rational, and all the in

genious fpeculations of men, how fpecious fo-

ever, are found to be all chimerical and vain;

being contradicted by the appearances of na

ture.

This is in nothing more evident than in the

doctrine concerning human nature. The doc

trines of philofophy on this fubject, even

thofe that have been in fome meafure fub-

fervient to the interefts of virtue, will by no

means ftand the teft of found philofophy ;

whereas the fimple doctrine of revelation (lands

tmcontradided by any natural appearance
whatever

;
and by this means proves its ori

gin from the God of all truth.

The doctrine of the fcripture is, that God
made man of the duft of the ground^ and by

limply animating this organized matter, made
him that living, percipient, and intelligent

being that he is. According to revelation,

death is a ftate of reft and infenfibility, and

4 our
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bur only, though fure hope of a future life,

is founded on the doctrine of the rejurreftion

of the whole man, at fome diftant period ; this

affurance being fufficiently confirmed to us,

both by the evident tokens of a divine com-
miffion attending the perfons who delivered

the dodtrine, and efpecially by the actual re-

furredlion of Jefus Chrift, which is more au

thentically attefted than any other fact in hif-

tory.

On the contrary, the doctrine of philofo-

phy on this fubject is that there are two dijlmct

principles in man, a bcdy^ and &foul, the latter

of which comes from heaven, and returns to

it again, when the body dies ;
and confequent-

ly that the body is fo far from being the whole

man, that it is very improperly called a part

of him ; being, in fact, an incumbrance to

the percipient and thinking fubftance, which

alone is himfelf\ and we only begin to live to

purpofe, when we are difengaged from thefe

impediments to our highly active powers.

Contrary as this fyftem is to all appearances

whatever, as I have fhewn at large in the pre

ceding treatife, it has been to an attentive ftu-

dy of the fcriptures chiefly, and not fo much

to the confideration of natural phenomena,
that we are indebted for the downfall of it.

We there find a total and remarkable filence

concerning the unemhodied ftate of man. Death

is there conlidered as a ftate of oblivion and

infenfibility, and it is only at the general re-

furrection of the human race, that the re-

R 4 wards
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wards of virtue, and the punifhments of vice*

are exprefsly faid to commence.

Thefe circumfiances are fo ftriking in the

fyftem of revelation, that divines (and not

philoibphers) were firft convinced, that, though
man has a foul diftinct from his body, its

powers of perception and action depend upon
the body, and that the whole man is in a flate

of inienfibility from death to the refurreUon.

After this, we difcover that natural pheno
mena entirely favour the fame conclufion, and

that, had we known nothing of man but what
we fee of him here, we muft neceflarily have
formed the fame judgment ;

and that death

would be followed by the utter extinction of

all our percipient and intellectual powers.
This having been the ftate of opinions for

a confiderable time, and the foul having
ferved no other purpofe but that of an hypo-

the/is (being deemed incapable of fubfifting,
or at lead of afting by itfelf) we are encou

raged to lay afide all prejudice, and examine
whether this hypothefis of a foul diftincl: from

the body be favoured by fact and appearances.

Finding it not to be favoured by any one fact

or appearance in nature, I have ventured to

reject it altogether ;
and here, and here only,

I find a perfect confonancy between the doc

trines of Revelation, and the dictates of na

tural reafon.

Having proceeded thus far, I am tempted to

extend my views, and confider the whole phi-

lofophical fyftem, of which the doctrine of

the
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the foul makes a part ; endeavouring to trace

it from its fource, and to Ihew the mifchievous

effects that have followed from incorporating
a thing of fo heterogeneous a nature into

the fyftem of Revelation.

The importance of thefe inquiries muft be

evident to any perfon who attends to the pro-

grefs of knowledge and good fenfe in the

world. For if the general hody of chriftians

retain any doctrine as eflential to revealed

religion, which true philofophy fhall prove
to be actually falfe, the confequence will

be, that the whole fyftem will be rejected

by thofe who confider that tenet as an infe-

parable part of it. So greatly doth it behove

us that chrijlian knowledge ihould keep pace
with philofophical.

A conjecture concerning the origin of the

opinion of 2^foul dift.inifrom the body
of man

was advanced in the preceding treatife. I

fhall nowobferve, that after the foul had, for

reafons there afligned, been conceived to be

of the nature of air, or fire, to go above the

clouds, and to Aave come downfrom thence
&amp;gt;

all

which opinions have an -eafy connection, we
find the following more extended phiiofophi-

cal fyftem erected on this bafis. All accounts

prove that it was firft eftablifhed in the

Oriental part of the world, and that it was

thence diffufed through Europe, but it was

held with confiderable. variations every

where.
T There
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There have exifted from eternity two prin~

cipks, effentially different from, and oppo-
fite to each other, God and matter

;
the for

mer an intelligent and perfectly good being,

generally compared to lightY the other the

fource of all evil, and generally compared to

darkne/s. Either from eternity, or in time,
there iffued from the fupreme intelligence
various inferior intelligences. This produc
tion was by way of efflux , or emanation from
himfelf^ it being an indifputable maxim, that

nothing can comefrom nothing. Thefe intelli

gences occupied the region of light, bounded

by that of darknefs, which lay below it. The
fecond principle, or matter, was by fome re-

prefented as wholly inert, but by others it

was laid to be animated, or to have a pecu
liar foul.

Some of the inferior intelligences having
finned, and forfeited their rank in the re

gions of light, were condemned to affume

material bodies, feveral of which they fome-

times animated in fucceffion, till by this

courfe of fuffering and purgation, they were

fufficiently purified from their original ftains ;

after which they were to re-afcend to the re

gions of light, and be finally abforbed into

the fupreme mind from which they iffued.

For the purpofe of forming thefe material

bodies, and preparing a habitable world for

their reception, there was a peculiar emana
tion from the fupreme mind, or afecond God\

fmce
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fince the prefent habitable world, contain

ing a mixture of good and evil, could not

come from a being perfectly good. Others

however fuppofed that this peculiar emana
tion was prior to all others, and co- eternal

with the fupreme mind.

The moft confiderable variation in this

fyftem refpects the origin of matter. For

fome did not fuppofe it to be eternal, but, like

all other things, to have iffued, diredly or

indirectly, from the one great original being
and fource of all exiftence

;
and therefore that

this alfo will, at length, be re-abforhed, and

nothing will exift but the Divine Being him-

felf.

The next confiderable variation is, that

fome reprefent the defcent of fouls into bo

dies, to have been at the fame a Jin and a

punijlment ;
thofe fouls having firft been fmit-

ten with a defire to animate fuch bodies, for

the fake of the corporeal pleafures they might

enjoy in them.

Such are the outlines of a fyftem, which,

though founded on nothing but imagination^

and conceit, without a fmgle/^7, or appear
ance in nature to fupport it, has dazzled and

captivated the philofophlcal part of the world

from the earlieft ages. And though the

humble fyftem of revelation be diametrically

cppofite to it, in all its parts; reprefenting

one God as himfelf, the maker of all things,

the author of good and evil, and as having

made man of the dujl of the eartb^ to which
he
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he is to return, and from which he is to be
raifed at laft

;
and though this fyftem of re

velation has not failed, wherever it has been

received, to overturn the heathenifh fyjlem in

part, much of it, however, was unnaturally

incorporated into chriflianity in early times ;

and there are no fmall remains of it in the

chriflianity of the prefent time, both popifh
and proteftant, as will abundantly appear in

the courfe of this work.

Notwithftanding the very general fpread of

this philofophical fyftem, it is remarkable

that the minds of the Jews were long un-
contaminated with it. The dodrine of re

velation concerning a future life for man, de

pends upon the refurreftion of the dead^ and
has no other foundation whatever. No other

ground of hope is fo much as hinted at in

any part of the Old or New Teftament ; and

though it is poffibie that forne of the learned

Pharifees in our Saviour s time might have

been infected with other notions, borrowed

from the Greeks, or from the Eaft, they ap

pear not to have been then known to the

vulgar among the Jewifh nation, as is fuffi-

ciently evident from the hiftory of the death

and refurredion of Lazarus.

From this valuable hiftory, we find that

Martha, the fifter of Lazarus, had no hope

refpeding her brother, but from the refur-
reft-ion of the lajl day, John xi. 24, and our

Lord gives her no confolation but on the fame

ground. / dm the refurreffikn and the life.

Had
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J:Iad the notion of a feparate foul, releafed

from the fetters of flem, and enjoying con-

fummate happinefs in another life, been
known to them, and believed by them, it

could not but have been uppermoft in their

minds ; and fome mention of it, or fome al-

lufion to it, would certainly have been found

in the hiftory : whereas no fuch thing ap

pears.
This belief of a refurrection, as the only

foundation of a future life, evidently exift-

ing, and being univerfally received in the

time of our Saviour, there can hardly be a

doubt, but that it muft have been the belief

of the moil early Jews and Patriarchs. And
fmce this dodtrine could never have been fug-

gefted by any appearance in nature, it muft

bave been derived from fome original reve

lation, probably prior to the flood.

It is remarkable that the dodrine of a re-

furreclion appears to have been a part of the

religion of the ancient Perfians and Chaldeans,

as may be feen in Le Clerc s edition of Stan

ley s Hijlory of the Chaldean Religion, and

Beaufobre s account of the religion of the

Magi, in his excellent Hiftory of Maniche-

ifm\ bpt it feems to have become extind: in

time, and to have given place to the more

flattering account of the origin of the hu

man foul, and its future deftination, men
tioned above. For after this it is remarkable,

as all writers acknowledge, that no philofo-

admitted any future life but on the fup-

pofition
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pofition that the foul furvived the body ; or
admitted that the foul furvived the body,
who did not, at the fame time, fuppofe that
it had exifted before its union to the body,
and who inferred that it would furvive the

body from the confideration of its having
pre-exifted? This, then, was the only ground
of hope on the heathen Jyftem, as oppofed to

that which revelation holds out to us, and
which, though utterly inconfiftent with it,

has kept its place along with it in altnoft all

our public creeds to this day.

SECTION I.

Of thf INDIAN, or the proper ORIENTAL
Pbilojophy,

IT
is in the Eaft, and efpecially in the em

pire of Indoftan, wrhere the lame people,
and the fame government, continued for many
ages, that we are to look for the genuine
Oriental philcfophy with refpecl; to the foul.

We have not only the teftimony of all an

cient writers, that the fyftem I have men
tioned prevailed there, and that from thence

it was propagated Weftward, but later travel

lers into thofe countries give us the moft fa-

tisfaclory information concerning it. It is at

this
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this very day the reigning religion of the

Hindoos, and of a great part of the Eaft ;

and the attachment of thefe people to it is

exceeded by nothing but by that of the Jews
to theirs.

Ramfay (Travels of Cyrus, p. 300) informs

us from Abraham Roger concerning the reli

gion of the BraminS) and Kercher s Sina II-

lujlrata, that the Brarnins believe that fouls

are an eternal emanation from the divine ef-

fence, or at leaft that they were produced a

long time before the creation
.
of the world

;

that in this pure flate they finned, and from

that time are fent into the bodies of men and

beafts, each according to its defert ; fo that

the body which the foul inhabits refembles a

chaos or prifon. They teach that, after a

certain number of tranfmigrations, all fouls

are re-united to their original, will enter into

the company of the gods, and become divi

nities.

The Baudiftes (fays the author of Examen
du Fatalijme^ vol. i. p. 215) a feel: of Indian

philofophers, fay that \l\sfcnfualpleafure that

weighs down the foul, corrupts it, and chains

it to matter; fo that the foul, in order to re

cover its natural dignity, muft make itfelf

independent of the wants of the body, and

be fenfible of the deceitfulnefs of the plea-

fures it procures. The Baudiftes, therefore,

Convinced of thefe principles, renounce plea-

fure, the world, and their families, and give
them-
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themfelves up to contemplation, and incre

dible aufterities.

Later travellers have given us much more
extenfive and exact information concerning
the religion of Indoftan ; and in them we
have more particulars of the Oriental fyftem

unfolded, fo as to leave no doubt but that it

was from this fource that the Greeks derived

their boafted wifdom, and the chriftians the

firft taint that was given to their purer prin

ciples. Two Englifh travellers have particu

larly difiinguifhed themfelves by their atten

tion to this fubjeft, Mr. Hoiwell, arid Mr.

Dow, who, though they differ in fome par

ticulars, agree fufficiently in many things,
for which I fhall quote them.

Mr. Holwell gives his account of the reli

gion of the Hindoos, from the Chartah

Ehade^ which, he fays, contains a genuine
uncontaminated account of their religion, in

oppbfition to the Aughtorrah Shade, which

he fays is a corruption of it. Interesting HiJ-
torical Events, vol. ii. p. 29. He fums up
the whole in the following manner :

&quot; That there is one God, eternal, omnific,
&amp;lt;c

omnipotent, and omnifcient ;
that God,

46 from an impulfe of love and goodnefs, firft

** created three angelic perfons, to whom he
&quot;

gave precedence, though not in equal de-
&quot;

gree ; that he afterwards, from the fame
C

impulfe, created an angelic hoft, whom he
&quot;

placed in fubjedtion to Eirmah, his firft

&quot;

createdj



PHILOSOPHY ON CHRISTIANITY. 257
* s

created, and to Biftnoo, and Sieb, as co-
*

adjutors to Birmah. God created them all
&quot;

free, and intended that they fhould all be
* c

partakers of his glory and beatitude, on
&quot; the eafy conditions of their acknowledging
* him as their Creator, and paying obedience
ic to hinij and to the three primary created
u

perfonages whom he had put over them.&quot;

&quot; In procefs of time, a large portion of
* the angelic hoft, at the inftigation of Moi-
&quot;

fafoor, arid others of their chief leaders,
&quot;

rebelled, and denied the lupremacy of their
&quot;

Creator, and refufed obedience to his com-
&quot; mands. In confeqilence the rebels were.
* excluded heaven, and the fight of their.

&quot;

Creator, and doomed to languifh for ever.
&quot; in forrow and darknefs. After a time, by
&quot; the interceffion of the three primary, and.
&quot; the reft of the faithful angelic beings, God
to

relented, and placed the delinquents in a
&quot; fufferable ftate of punifliment and probation,
&quot; with powers to regain their loft happy fi-

* *
tuation. For that purpofe a new creation

** of the vifible and inviiible worlds inftan-

* c

taneoufly took place, deftined for the de-
4&amp;lt;

linqueiits.
* c The new creation confifted of fifteen re-

&amp;lt;c

gions, feven below, and feven above the

**
terraqueous globe, and this globe is the laft,

u and chief place of punifliment, purgation
&quot; and trial, Mortal bodies were prepared by
* c God for the rebel angels, m which they
&quot;

v^ere for a fpace to be imprifoned, arid fub-

S
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ic

jet to natural and moral evils, more or lefs
ct

painful, in proportion to their original
*

guilt; and through which they were doom-
* c ed to tranfmigrate, under eighty-nine dif-
&quot; ferent forms, the laft into that of man,
* when the powers of the animating rebel
&quot;

fpirits are fuppofed to be enlarged, equal to
&quot; the ftate of their firft creation. The rebel
&quot; leaders had power given them of God to
ic enter the eight regions of punifhment and
&quot;

probation, and the faithful angelic fpirits
&quot; had permiffion occafionally to defcend to
&amp;lt;c thofe regions, to guard the delinquents
ftc

againft the future attempts of their lead-

crs. Confequently the fouls, or fpirits,

which animate every mortal form are de-

llnquent angels^ in a ftate of punifhment,
for a lapfe from innocence in a pre-exiftent
ftate/ Intercjimg Events, vol. ii. p. 60,

&c.
In this fummary the word creation is made

life of by Mr. Holwell; but in the work from
which the fummary is made, it is faid that
&quot; the eternal One formed the angelic hoft, in
&quot;

part, of bis own
ejfence&quot;

ib. p. 35. It is,

alfo faid. p. 44, that the rebel angels were

driven from heaven into the Onderab^ or /#-

tenfe darknefs, the origin of which, not being

mentioned, may be fuppofed to have been

from all eternity; and it is no where faid in

this account, that any thing was made from

nothing,

&amp;lt;c

4C

*&amp;lt;
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&quot;

It is an eftablifhed dodtrine,&quot; he fays, p.

I,
&quot; of the Aughtorrah Bhade, that the three .

primary created perfonages, as well as the

reft of the heavenly angelic faithful fpirits*
*

have, from time to time, according to the
&quot;

permiffion given them by God, defcended
&quot; to the place of punidiment, and have vo-
&amp;lt;c

luntarily fubjedted themfelves to the feel-
&quot;

ings of natural and moral evil for the fake
* 6 of their delinquent brethren.&quot;

Thefe extracts from Mr. Holwell contain a

pretty full detail of moft of the tenets that I

have mentioned in my {ketch of the Oriental

fyftem. Some other particulars we learn from

Mr. Dow.

According to him the Bedcfs, written in the

Shanfcritt language, are faid to have been col-

lecled by Beafs, who divided them into four

diftinft parts, four thoufand, eight hundred

and ninety-four years before 1776 of th

chriftian rcra. Differtation prefixed to his Hif-

toryofHindoftan,^.^. &quot;The Hindoos,&quot; he

fays, &quot;are divided into two fedts, the followers
cc of the doctrine of the Bedang, and thofe who
** adhere to the principles of the Neadirfen,
*

p. 38. Jhe Bedang is an expofition of the
&quot; dodrinefef the Beda s by Beafs Muni. It

&quot; was revived fome ages after by Serrider

* c Swami. Almoft all the Hindoos of the
&amp;lt;c

Decan, and thofe of the Malabar and Co-
** romandel coafts are of the feel; of the Be-
6

dang.&quot; p. 30.

According to the Bedang,
&quot;

affection
dwell-

&amp;lt;c ed with God from all eternity. It was of

82 &quot; thretf
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three different kinds, the creative, fre-

fervingi and deftruttive. The firft is repre*
*

iented by Brimha^ the fecond by Bt/hten,
&quot; and the third by Shibat. The affection of
* c God then produced power, and power, at
* 6

a proper conjuncture of time, and fate,
44 embraced goodnefs, and produced matter*
&quot; The three qualities then, acting upon mat-
* c

ter, produced the univerfe.&quot; p. 41. Accord

ing to this fyftem, fmce nothing is faid to be
made out of nothing, matter muft have been

produced by a kind of generation from beings
whofe fubftance was originally derived from
God hirnfelf, which was agreeable to the

avowed opinion of the Cabbalifts.
&quot; God feeing the earth in full bloom called

&amp;lt; forth intellect, which he endued with va-
&amp;lt;c rious organs and fhapes, to form a diver-
*

fity of-animals upon the earth. Intellect is

* 4 a portion of the great foul of the univerfey

&quot; breathed into all creatures, to animate them
&amp;lt;c for a certain time. After death it animates
&quot; other bodies, or returns like a drop into
&quot; that unbounded ocean from which it firft

* c

role, which is the cafe with the fouls of the
&quot;

gocd. But thofe of the wicked are after
* c death immediately clothed with a body of
*

fire, earth, and akaih&quot; (a fubtle ethereal

matter, from whence the Greeks probably
Jiad .their notion of the materia prima]

&quot;

in
&quot; which they are for a time puniihed in hell.
ftc After this they animate other bodies, and
&quot; and when they are arrived at a ftate of pu-

t

ritj,
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rity, they are abforbed into God. This ab-
6

forbed ftate is a
participation of the divine

1

nature, where confcioufnefs is loft in blifs.

p. 44. At length all things will be in-
; volved in fire, and the world reduced to

&amp;lt;c

aflies. God will then exift alone, for mat-
&quot;

ter will be totally annihilated.&quot; p. 45.
This doctrine of a final conflagration was
adopted by the Stoics.

&quot; The more learned Bramins,&quot; he fays, p.
&quot;

50, maintain that hell is a mere bugbear to
;

terrify the vulgar ; for that God has no

pafiion, but benevolence
; and men are

&quot;

never punifhed for their vices, but by the
&quot; natural confequences of their adtions.&quot;

This we find to have been the opinion
of all the Greek philofophers, without ex^-

ception. Such are the dodrines of the

Bedang.
The Neadlrfen is not reckoned fo ancient as

the Bedang, but is faid to have been written

by Goutam, near four thoufand years ago,
and is received as facred in Bengal, and all the

northern provinces of Indoftan, but is rejected

by the reft. p. 56.

According to this fyftem,
&quot; the foul is a

&quot;

vital principle, a fubtle element, which
*

pervades all things, diftind: from organi-
*

zation, and vital motion, p. 58.
&quot; Five

things,&quot;
he fays,

&quot; rnuft of necefll-

&amp;lt;c

ty be eternal, the firft is the great foul,
* which is immaterial, and invifible; the le-

&quot; cond is the vitalfoul^ which he fupj:ofes to

S 5
&quot; be
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&quot; be material, poffeffed of the following pro-
&quot;

perties, number, quality, motion, con-
&quot;

traftion, extenlion, diviiibility, perception,
&amp;lt;
c

pleafure, pain, defire, averfion, accidents,
* c and power. Upon the difference of the
&quot; vital foul from the great foul the follower s

&quot; of the Bedang and Neadirfen principally
cc

differ, p. 58. From this vital foul arifes all

&quot;

evil.&quot; ib.

It is remarkable that we find the fame dif

ference of opinion among the Greeks, the

Stoics maintaining that inferior intelligences
are detached from \htfupreme mind

itfejf\ and
are to be abforbed into it again ;

whereas other

fedls make the human foul to be a portion of

the foul of the univerfe, a principle diftindl

from the fupreme mind, or to be compofed iu

part of the one, and in part of the other.
&quot; The third eternal principle is time^ and

cc
duration, the fourth isfpace and extenjionr

&quot; the fifth is akafh, a fubtle and pure ele-

* c
ment, which fills up the vacuum of fpace,

&amp;lt; and is compounded of quantities infinitely
* c

fmall, indivifible, and perpetual. God,&quot; he

fays,
u can neither make nor unmake thefe

* c

atoms; but they are in other refpe&s to-
* c

tally fubfervient to his pleafure.
&quot; God, at certain feafcns, endues thefe

&quot; atoms with plafticity, by virtue of which
ic

they arrange themfelves into the four grofs
&quot; elements of fire, air, water, and earth.
&quot; And thefe atoms, being from the begin

ning formed by God into the feeds of allt
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productions, the vital foul aflbciated with
&quot; them

;
fo that animals and plants of va-

&quot; rious kinds were produced upon the face of
&quot; the earth. The fuperiority of man, ac-
&amp;lt;c

cording to this philofophy, confifts in the
* finer organization of his

parts.&quot;
&quot; The doctrines of tranfmigration and ab-

&quot;

forption into the Deity he holds in common
46 with others.&quot; p. 60.

6t He maintains that the world is fubjedt
&quot; to fuccefllve diffolutions and renovations,
46 at certain flated periods. He divides theie
&quot;

revolutions into the lefler and the greater.
&quot; At the lefler the world will be confumed
&quot;

by fire, and the elements will be jumbled
&quot;

together ; and after a certain fpace of time
*

they will again refume their former order.&quot;

p. 66. This, alfo, was the doctrine of fome
of the Greek feds. &quot; Thefe repeated dif-

&amp;lt;c folutions and renovations,&quot; Mr. Dow fays,
&quot; have furnifhed a moil ample field for the
&quot; invention of the Bramins. Many allegori-
*

cal fyftems of creation are, on this account,
te contained in the Shatters, and it was for

&quot; this reafon that fo many different accounts
* c of the cofmogony of the Hindoos have
&quot; been promulgated in Europe; fome travel-

c* lers adopting one fyftem, and fame ano-

ther.&quot; p. 66.

The dodrine of the reftolution of all things

is alfo found farther to the Eaft. F. Longo-

bardi, in his treatife concerning a learned feet

in China, obferves that it is a doctrine of

S 4 theirs,
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theirs, that &quot;

this univerfe will expire, and
&quot;

all things in it. All things fhall return t6
&quot; their firft principle, which fhall produce
c&amp;lt; another world, after the fame manner;
&quot; and this alfo ending, another will fucceed,
&amp;lt;c and fo another without end,&quot; Iceland s N?~

cecity of Revelation ^ vol. ii. p. 286.

The curious reader will be amufed with

feeing a manifeft refemhlance between the my
thological fyftem of Indoftan and that of

Greece in feveral other refpecls, befides thofe

which I have had occafion to point out.

It appears from the tenets of the early
chriftian heretics, which are univerfally ac

knowledged to have been derived from the

Eaft, that an opinion was entertained by fome
of them, that the intelligence employed to

make the world became puffed up with pride,
and renounced his allegiance to the fupreme
mind. The following is the account that

Mofheim gives of the Oriental fyftem in ge
neral, as it was entertained by many about

the time of the promulgation of chriftianity,
and which the reader may compare with the

preceding accounts.
&quot;

According to the Oriental philofophers,
* the eternal nature, infinitely perfect, and
&quot;

infinitely happy, having dwelt from ever-
&quot;

lafting in profound folitude, produced at
*

length from itfelf two minds of different
&amp;lt;c

fexes, which refembled the fupreme parent
&quot; in the moft perfect manner. From the pro-
&quot;

lific union of thefe two beings arofe others,
ft which
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ff which were alfo followed by fucceeding
**

generations; fo that, in procefs of time, a
cc

cdeftial family was formed in \hzpleromck
&amp;lt;c This divine progeny being immutable in
**

its nature, and above the power of mor-
&quot;

tality, was called by the philofophers ceon.
u How many in number thefe oeons were,
* was a point much controverted among the
&quot; Oriental

fages.&quot;

&quot;

Beyond themanfions of lightlies a rude
&amp;lt;c mafs of matter, agitated by innate^ irregulat
&quot; motions. One of the celeftial natures de-
*

fcending from the pleroma, either by a
lf fortuitous impulfe, or by the divine mind,
&quot;

reduced into order this unfeemly mafs*
&quot; created men and inferior animals of difr
&quot; ferent kinds, and corrected its malignity,
fe

by mixing with it a certain portion of
&quot; divine light. This author of the world is

*

diftinguifhed from the fupreme Deity by
&quot; the name of demiurge. His character is a
&quot;

compound of fhining qualities, and infup-
&amp;lt;c

portable arrogance. He claims dominion
** over the new world he has formed, as his

&quot;

fovereign right, and, excluding the Deity
&quot; from all concern in it, demands from man-
&quot;

kind, for himfelf and affociates, divine ho-
*

nours.&quot; Ecclefiaftical Hiftory, v. i. p. 72.

This was the fpecies of Oriental philofophy

adopted by the early Gnoftics, who maintain

ed that this imperious demiurge was the god
of the Jews, and the author of the law of

Mofes. And Mofheim fays (Di/crtations, p.

J 9)
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1 9) that the Platonic philofophy was of fome
life- to chriftianity in combating theie Gnoftics,
and afierting that the Maker of the world,

though not the fuprerne mind himfelf, was a

benevolent being.
One practical, and horrid confequence of

the notion of the evil nature of matter , and
of its ferving for a clog or prifon to the foul,

we fee in the difpofition to mortify the body,
which is fo prevalent in the Eaft; where the

Fakeers torment themfelves in the moft Ihock-

ing manner. The fame notions led to the

mortification of the fleft in thofe chriftians that

Adopted them, viz. fafting, corporal penance,
^ibftinence from marriage, folitude, filence*

and various other aufterities,

SECTION II.

Of the Religion of the ancient PERSIANS and
CHALDEANS,

OUR knowledge of the religion of the

ancient Perfians and Chaldeans is very

imperfedt,, for the fame reafon that our know-^

ledge of that of the Egyptians is fo; the peo

ple having been fubjugated, their priefts dif-&amp;gt;

perfed, and no writings of their own having
come down to us. But it appears fufficiently
from the collections of learned men, that the

Religion of this part of the world was con-

2 twined
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tamed within the fame general outlines with
the Oriental fyftem above defcribed.

According to Zoroafter, fays Beaufobre (in
his Hiftory of Mamcheifm^ vol. i. p. 164)
&quot;

God, who is felf-exiftent, before all ages,
&quot; formed the world of pure and happy fpi-
&quot;

rits, the fame that the Valentinians called
&quot;

aonS) the intelligences of the Platonifts,
* c and the angels of the Jews and chriftians,
&quot; Three thoufand years after he fent his w/77,
&quot; under the form of a glorious light, and
* 4 which appeared in the figure of a ma.n, aq-
V companied by feventy of the moft honour-?
&quot; able of the angels. Then were formed the
* fun, moon, ftars, and men. Three thou-
* c land years after evil appeared, when Cod
* formed this lower world, bounded by the
&quot; vortex of the moon, where the empire of
&quot;

evil and of matter ceafes. The magi, he
&quot;

fays, p. 1 68, thought matter animated, and
&quot; had a power of producing from itfelf an in-
44

finity of beings, partaking of its imper-
ic fedions. This matter, according to the
* c

Magi, lay in the loweft regions.&quot; p. 175.
It is faid by fome, that the original Magi

believed that God only was from eternity,

and that darknefs had been created, p. 170.
But Zoroafter appears to have held two eter

nal principles, p. 172.
All this fufficiently agrees with the account

of the Oriental philofophy of Mr. Stanley,

published with many corrections and addi

tions by Le Clerc. From this treatiie it ap

pears
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pears too, that the dodrines of the defcent and

tranfmigration of human fouls was part of this

philofophy. The foul, it is faid, p. 36, de-

fcending from the region of light into this

body, if it behave well, returns to the light
from which it came ; but if it behave ill, it

is fent to a ftill worfe fituation, according to

its defert.

The Chaldeans thought that there was an

intelligent principle in the ftars and planets,

the latter of which are called &amp;lt;* vrhavupew in

the oracles of Zoroafter. Le Clerc s Index

Philologicus. STELLA.
Some of the Perfians thought that there

were two gods, of different natures, the one

good, called Horomazes, and the other evil,

called Arimanius^ the one refembling light*

and the other darknefs ;
and that in the me

dium between thefe was Mithras, who was
therefore called \\\z Mediator, ib. p. 105. This

Mithras feems to correfpond to the Eirmah of

the Hindoos, and the you? of Plato ; being a

peculiar emanation from the Deity, and em*

ployed by him in the formation of the world,

and therefore was fuppofed by philofophizing
chriftians to be the fame with Chrift.

SECTION
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SECTION III.

Of the Introdu&ion of the Oriental
Philofophy

into GREECE.

WE may clearly difiinguim feveral pe
riods of philofophy in Greece, the

firft before they began to fpeculate much, and
while they retained a general idea, derived

from tradition, but mixed with many fables,

of a God, a providence, and a future ftate;

the fecond when they began to fpeculate with

out much foreign affiftance, or neglecting and

defpifmg it, when they rejected all belief of

a God or future life; the third when they

adopted the principles of the Oriental philo

fophy, either in its more imperfect ftate frorri

Egypt, or when it was more ripened into a

fyftem in the remoter parts of the Eaft.

This was the ftate of philofophy in Greece

in its moft fplendid time, after the age of So

crates, and in this ftate it continued till near

the age of Auguftus, when every thing in th

whole fyftem that could poflibly influence the

conduct of men funk into contempt, and was

confidered as a pleafing dream. But after the

fpread of chriftianity, fome of the fefts which

inculcated a ftridter regard to morals, and fa

voured elevation of foul, as that of Plato,

and the Stoics, were revived. In a much
later period fucceeded the revival of the Arif-

totelian
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totelian philofophy, by the fchoolmen, whicti

continued till the time of Defcartes.

Of the ftate of mere tradition in Greece we
know very little ; but of the period of the

vtheiftical philofophy we have pretty diftincT: ac~*

counts, as it fubfifted long after the intro-

dudion of the Oriental, and was often the

inore prevalent of the two, though even this

fpecies of philofophy borrowed fomething
from the Oriental fyftem.

It is exprefsly afferted by Ariftotle and

others, fays Mr. Toland (Letters to Serena^

p. 22) that &quot; the moft ancient Greek philo-
**

fophers did not dream of any principle, or
&amp;lt;c

actuating fpirit in the univerfe itfelf, no
&amp;lt;fc more than in any of the parts thereof; but
cc

explained all the phenomena of nature by
* c matter and local motion, levity and gra~
&quot;

vity, or the like; and rejeled all that the
&quot;

poets faid of God, daemons, fouls, ghofts,
46

heaven, hell, vifions^ prophecies, and mi-
s&amp;lt;

racles, &c. as fables invented at pleafure,
&amp;lt;c and fictions to divert their readers.&quot;

. That the do&rine of the immortality of the

foul was not of Grecian origin, may be con^

eluded even without hiftorical evidence (of

which, however, there is abundance) from

the circumftances of the thing ;
it being al

ways accompanied with other opinions, which

were certainly of Oriental extraction. All the

philofophers who believed the immortality of

the foul believed its pre-exiftence^ thinking it

impoffible that the foul Ihould fubfift after the

body,
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body, if it had not exifted before it; andLac-
tantius has remarked, that all the ableft Greek
Fathers embraced this opinion, and were fol

lowed in it by the ableft of the Latins alfo.

Beaufobre^ vol. ii. p. 330.
The Oriental doctrine was, however, adopt

ed by the Greeks with confiderable variations,

fome of the philofophers holding that fouls

were fent into bodies for offences committed

in a pre-exiftent ftate, but others by the fo-

vereign will of God. ib. p. 331. The opi
nion of the evil nature of matter alfo appear
ed in Greece together with the firft idea of a

God, the dodrine of two principles being

very apparent; and the philofophers who

acknowledged two eternal principles believed

the world not to have been made by God, but

by angels, fome by good ones, and ibmeby bad.

ib. p. ii. And this is no other than the

Oriental doftrine.

The firft intimation that the Greek philofo

phers had of the immortality of the foul, they
feem to have imported from Egypt, and it was

even then accompanied with the dodtrine of

tranfmigration. Diodorus fays that Orpheus

brought from Egypt the greateft part of the myf-
terious rites ufed in Greece, with the orgies that

are celebrated at their explanation, and the

fictions of hell
;
and he explains particularly

thofe cuftoms which were the foundation of

the Grecian notions* Poland s Letters, p. 50.

According to Cebes, Orpheus called the body

aprifon, becaufe tfae foul is in it in a ftate of

punifh-*
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punifhment, till it has expiated the faults conn8

mitted in heaven. Ramfay^ p. 282.

Orpheus, however, was long before thd

Sera of philofophy in Greece, and his hiftory
is very uncertain. Of the proper philofo-

phers, both Cicero and Maximus Tyrius fay,
that Pherecydes was the firft among the Greeka
who openly maintained that the body only
died, but that the foul was immortal (fempi-

ternum) and that he alfo taught that it exifted

before it came hither, fo that he muft have

had his docTrine from the Eaft*

It is rather extraordinary that Warburton,

notwithftanding the exprefs authority of He
rodotus to the contrary, quoted before, and on
no ancient authority but the paflage of Cicero

above referred to, mould maintain (Divme
Legation^ vol. ii. p. 221, &c.) that this doc

trine was of no other than Grecian original ;

when almoft all the ancients who fpeak of

Pherecydes, fay that he had his dodtrine from
the Eaft. Hefychius fays that he had no maf-

ter, but that he inftrufted hinifelf, after hav

ing found fome fecret writings of the Pheni-

cians. Suidas and Euftathi\is fay the fame

thing. Homer exprefsly fays that the Phe-

nician veifels frequented the ifle of Scyros
where he lived. Jofephus alfo fays, that the

firft who treated of celeftial and divine things

among the Greeks, Pherecydes of Scyros,

Pythagoras, and Thales, learned their opi

nions from the Egyptians and Chaldeans^
Both Hefychius and Suidas fay that Pherecy-&amp;lt;

des
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des firft introduced the do&rine of the tranf-

migration of fouls. See a Diflertation by Mr.
Heinius in the Memoirs of the Academy of
Berlin, vol. iii. p. 210, &c.
The next Greek philofopher who taught

this doctrine, viz. Pythagoras, betides being
the difciple of Pherecydes, it is univerially

acknowledged, had it from the Eaft. He
converted with the Chaldean Magi, the Indian

Gymnofophifts, and particularly with the

Egyptian priefts; fufFering himfelf to be cir-

cumcifed, that he might be admitted to the

fccret doctrines of the latter. Toland s Letters

to Serena, p. 3 1 .

u
Pythagoras,&quot; fiys Beau/bhre (vol. i. p.

33)
&quot;

acknowledged two principles, God
&quot; and matter, the latter of which he believed
&quot; to be the caufe of all evil. He alfo taught
&quot; the doftrine of divine emanations, calling
&quot; thefe firft intelligences NUMBERS, being the
cc fame with the ceons of the Valentinians,
&quot; thofe fpirits which are, as it were, the eld-

* c

eft Jons of God. ib. p. 570. Plato called

&quot; them ideas, or Aofot , p. 571. The others
C confidered the ceons as divine virtues, re-
&quot;

maining in the divine eflence. The Sep-
** hiroth of the Cabbalifts are the fame.&quot; ib.

The Pythagorean philofophy feems not to

have fpread much in Greece, but to have been

confined pretty much to. Italy, whither that

philofopher retired. For, according to all

accounts, the firft perfon who taught the doc

trine of a God in Greece, properly ib called,

T



2-74-
THE INFLUENCE OF

was Anaxagoras ; who, coming after Thales,

Anaximander, Anaximenes, and others, who
had taught the univerfe to be. infinite, and

matter eternal, though the forms of it were

changeable, added another principle, which he

called mind* as that which moved and dirpofcd
matter ;

from which, as being a new thing in

Greece, he was furnamed vy&amp;gt;.?.

But this philofophy was not his own dif-

covery. It is faid that he alfo was taught by
the Magi, having been twenty years of age
at the time of the expedition of Xerxes; and
as Dionyfius Phalereus relates, he began to

philofophize at Athens at thofe years ;
and as

Theodoret and Ammianus inform us, had tra

velled likewife into Egypt. TolancPs Letters^

p. 32. The Greeks learned feveral things of

the Magi in thofe days, which afterwards in-

fpired others with the defire of going into

thofe parts for perfecting their knowledge, ib.

p. 32. Pliny alfo relates that Ofthanes, who

accompanied Xerxes in his Grecian expediti

on, propagated his knowledge wherever he

came. Hie maxime QJibanes ad rabiem, non

aviditatem tncdo fcientia ejus^ Gr.tecorum po-

fu/os egit. Hi ft. Nat. lib. 30. cap, i.

None of the heads of the Grecian feels

made fo much account of a future life as

Plato, and nophilofophical fyftem bears more
evident marks of an Oriental origin than his.

It is, in fact, the Oriental fyftem itfelf, with

very little variation
;
no greater, probably, than

might have been found in. the Eaft at the time

that
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that he vifited it. Paufanias particularly fays,
that he learned his doftrine from the Chal

deans and Indian Magi. TLoland*s Letters, p.

32.
Plato believed two co-eternal principles,

-God and matter, and that matter is the fource

of all evil. Btabfobre, vol. i, p. 479. This

he had from Pythagoras, and Pythagoras
from the Magi. ib. Ke maintained the pre-
iexiftence of the foul, and aflerted all human
fouls to be in a lapfed ftate, wanderers., ftrang-

ers, and fugitives from heaven ; declaring
that it was a divine law, that fouls finning
fliould fall down into thefe earthly bodies.

Gudworth, p. 23. Agreeably to this, Cicero

informs us, that he maintained that all ac

quiredJcience was nothing but the recollection,

of former knowledge.
Without any foftening, he frequently calls

foulsi god, mid. part of God, vow uaQtw. Plu

tarch fays that Pythagoras and Plato held the

foul to be immortal; for that, launching out

from the foul of the univerfe, it returns to its

great parent and original. Eufebius exprefsly

lays that Plato held the foul to be ungenerated,
and to be derived by way of emanation from

the firft caufe
?
as being unwilling to allow that

it was made out of nothing ;
which neceffa-

rily implies that, according to Plato s dodrine,

God was the material caufe of the foul, or

that the foul was part of his fubftance. D/-

mne Legation, Vol. ii. p. 28.

T 2 This



276 THE INFLUENCE OF
This account of the Deity, and the fuh*

.divifionof his nature by emanation, could not

have been derived frorn any other foyrce than,

the Eaft. But befides the fupreme intelligence,
and the emanation of Jiumap and other fouls

from it, Plato fuppofed, agreeably to the Orir

ental doctrine, that there was another peculiar
emanation from him, which he calls MS, and
alfo InpuivpJof ; as having been employed in

making the world, which world had alfo a

foul peculiar to jtfelf; and this, together with

the two higher principles, make a kind of

trinity of minds. The fecond perfon in this

trinity is alfo fometimes called auW1w/&amp;gt;, from
his producing other beings, and auloWor,

from being the emanation of the fupremq
Being. Cudivortb) p. 579.

There is, however, fomething peculiar tp

the Platonic fyftem, which is that the world

is as ancient as its caufe, a mind not being

capable of exifting without action (Beaujobre\
vol. ii. p. 12) fo that the divine emanations

were as eternal as himfelf. This doctrine was
pf capital ufe to the chriftian Fathers, who
maintained the eternal procejjion of the Son
from the Father, as well as his being of the

famefubjlance with him. Nor has it been of

lefs ufe to thole Arians, who maintain the

eternal creation of the Son out of nothing.
&quot;

Ariftotk,&quot; fays Warburton,
&quot;

thought
&amp;lt;c of the foul like the reft, as we learn from a
&quot;

paflage quoted by Cudworth, where, hav-
c&amp;lt;

ing fpoken of the fenfitive foul, and declared

2 &quot;

it
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it to be mortal, he goes on in this manner.
u

It remains that mind, or intellect (pre-ex-
16

ifting) enter from without, and be only
u divine. But then he diftinguifhes again
cfc

concerning this mind or intellecl:, and makes
4t

it twofold, agent and patient, the former
&quot; of which he concluded to be immortal, and
u the latter

corruptible.&quot; Divine Legation^
vol. ii. p. 21 1.

As for the Getes, Celtes, and other northern

nations, who held the doctrine of the future

exiftence of the foul, they alfo held the doc

trine of tranfmigratidn, and are known to

have had both from the Greeks, and the Eaft.

Xamolxis, the philofopher of the Getes, and

of Thrace, was a fervant and difciple of Py
thagoras. Poland s Letters, p. 42.

SECTION IV.

Of the mixture of the Oriental and Greek Phi-

hfophy with CHRISTIANITY.

t
| ^HAT the leaven of this Oriental phi-

lofophy was mixed with chriftianity^

at a very early period, even in the times of

theapoftles, all antiquity, and even their own

writings, fufficiently teftify ;
and it is far from

being wholly purged out even at this day;

But whether the firft introduction of it was

diredly from the Eaft, or by the medium of

the Greek philofophy, is not quite clear. I

T rather
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rather think from Greece, though not long
after more was introduced than the Greek phi-

lofophy could well fupply. It happened?
however, that by the influence of the Greek

philofophers, who embraced chriftianity, and

ciftinguifhed themfelves as writers, a great
deal of that which came by this channel was

firmly retained, and became incorporated into

the fyftem, white much of that which was de

rived immediately from the Eaft, being more

glaringly inconfiftent with the chriflian prin

ciples, was rejected, and thofe who intro

duced it were condemned as heretics.

On the firft view of things, we are apt
*^ -

wonder at the propenfity of the primitive
chriftians to adopt a iyftem ib utterly repug
nant to their own. But it is not more extra

ordinary than the propenfity of the Ifraelites

to idolatry; and both were deceived by very

fpecious reafons, that i& by reafons which
could not but appear ipgiou in their .circum-

fiances.

The Oriental fyftem., befides other flattering

allurements, was wonderfully calculated to

remove the two greatlobjeclions that were in

thofe times made to chriftianity, and at which
the minds of men moll: revolted, viz. the .

doftrirre of a crucified man for the founder of

their religion, and of a reftirrectionfrom the

dead. The former, we learn from the apoftle

Paul, was a great tumbling block both to

Jews and Gentiles; and at the latter all the

wife
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Wife men of Greece abfolutely laughed, as a

thing utterly incredible.

How ready, then, muft thofe who were
dazzled with the wifdom of this world, more
than with the true^ but bidden ivifdom of
God, have been to catch at the fplendid doc
trine of the emanation offoulsfrom the divine

mind) which was already received in the Gen
tile world, and to take that opportunity of

advancing their mafter, the too humble Jefus,
to the high rank of the firft and principal ema
nation of the Deity, the *ouf or

&amp;gt;.oyo?
of the

Platonifts, and the fapiovphs under God, in

&quot;jag
the world.

More effectually to wipe away the reproach

of the croft) and make their fyftem more co

herent, how natural was it to fuppofe that this

great Being did not really, but only in appear
ance put onfefh, and therefore did not really
fuffer and die, but only feemed to do fo ?

Alfo, when the philofophers of that age
fneered at the doftrine of a refurreclion, with

what pride would thefe weak chriftians pre
tend to equal wifdom and refinement with

themfelves, by alledging that the true chrifti-

an refurredion was not the refurrection of a

i i/e body of flefo
and bloody which could only

be a burden to the foul, but either a myftical

refurreftion to znew life,
or indicated the glo

rious time when the foul, being freed from all

its impurities, would join its bright original,

in a vehicle of light, a true fpiritual body,
T 4 and
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and not that carnal one, which had been its

punifhment here ?

Laftly, the dodtrine of the impurity of mat

ter, has in all ages led to fuch mortifications,

and aufterities, as, requiring great refolution

and fortitude, have never failed to ftrike man
kind with refpeft and reverence; giving an

idea of an extraordinary degree of abftrafted-

nefs from the world, and of greatnefs and

elevation of foul.

It is very probable, alfo, that, as in later

times, and alfo in our own days, perfons who

pretended to extraordinary purity, more than

they really had refolution to keep up to, by
expofing themfelves to temptations too ftrong
for them, were feduced into lewdnefs, and
other vicious practices ;

and then found pre
tences for continuing in them, as not affedting
the mind, but the body only, which is no part
of our proper /elves, and of fmall confequence
in itfelf. I am led to th?nk fo from what we

may collect concerning the firft chriftian fedta-

ries in the writings of the apoflles, wrho al

ways fpeak of great irregularities of conduct,
as joined to a departure from the true faith of

the gofpel. Perhaps their writings might
check thofe enormities, fo that thofe who re-

tained the fame general fyftem of principles
would afterwards be more upon their guard
againft fuch an abufe of them. For it does

not appear that the Valentinians, Manichas-

ans, and others alfo, in later times, who went the

fartheft into the Oriental fyftem, were juftly

reproach-
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reproachable with refped to their lives and
manners.

The firft trace that we find of any thing
like the Oriental fyftem in the New Teftament
is in St. Paul s Epiftles to the Corinthians,

fuppofed to be written about the year 56.
For though the fame apoftle inculcates the

doctrine of a refurredion upon the ThelTalo-

nians, in the year 52, what he fays upon that

fubjed to them does not imply that they de~

nied the dodrine, but only that they had not

been well informed concerning it, or had not

rightly apprehended it. But what he fays to

the Corinthians, I Cor. 15. {hews that fome

among them had abfolutely difbelieved the

doctrine* Befides, other hints that he drops
in the courfe of the fame epiftle, {hew that

their minds had been infected with fome fpe-
cious fyftem of philofophy.

Speaking of his own preaching the gofpel,

he fays, ch. i. 17, It was not with the wifdom of

words, left
the crofs of Chr

ijljhould
be made of

none
effect.

F,r the preaching of the crofs is to

them that perifhfoolifonefs*
but unto us who are

faved it is the power of God. For it is writ

ten* I will dejlroy the wifdom of the wife, and

will bring to nothing the under/landing of the

prudent. Where is the wife* where is thefcribe,

where is the difputer of this world ? Hath not

God madefoolijh the wifdom of this world? For

after that* in the wifdom of God, the world by

wifdom knew not God, it pleafed God by the

foolijbnefs ofpreaching tofave them that believe.

For
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For the Jews require ajign, and the Greeks

feek after wifdom, but we preach Chrifi cruci-

fad, to the Jews aJlumbling-block, and to the

Greeks foolijhnefs; but to them who are called,

both Jews and Greeks, Chrijl the power of
Gody and the wifdom of God. Becauje the fool-

ifhnefs of God is wifer than men, and the weak-

nefs of God isjlronger than men.

It is probable alfo, from the inflrudions

which the apofile gives concerning virgins, in

the feventh chapter of this epiftie, that too

favourable an idea of continence, and abfti-
nencefrom marriage had crept in among them,
from the fame fyftem.

This epiflle appears to have had a great ef-*

fet. In his fecond, however, he repeats his

cautions with refpeo: to the deceitfulnefs of

worldly wifdom, and he ftill exprefles his

fears of their being feduced by it. Ch. xi-

2. For I amjealous over you with godlyjealoufy,

for I have efpoufedyou to one hufiand, that I

may prefent you as a chajle virgin to Chrift.

But I fear, left by any means, as theferpent

beguiled Eve through hisfubtlcty, [Q your minds

Jkouidbe corruptedfrom theJimplicity that is in

Chrift. But If he tlat cometh preacketh ano

ther Jefus, whom we have not preached, or if

ye receive anotherfpirit, which ye have not re

ceived, or another gofpel, which ye have not ac

cepted, ye might well bear with him. Now a

*Jtfus not
really crucified, might well enough

be called another Jefus,} one that he had not

preached to them, and the gofpel of that

I Jefus,
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Jefus, and the fpirit of it, would be quite
another gojpel, and anotherfpirit.
The evil, however, appears by no means

to have been flopped by thefe feafonable and
forceable admonitions, at leaft not in other

churches. For in all the epiftles written by
this apoftle from Rome, during his imprifon-
ment there, in the years 61 and 62, we find

that this corruption of chriftianity had riien to

a moft alarming height; as we fee that it ex
cited the ftrongeft expreffions of concern and

indignation from this truly wife and good
apoftle.

To the Colofilans, he fays, ch. ii. 4, This

Ifay left any man Jlmild beguileyou with enticing

words, v. 8. Beware, left any man fpoil you

through philofophy, and vain deceit, after the

tradition of men, after the rudiments of the

world, and not after Chrift, v. 18. Let no

man beguile you of your reward, in a voluntary

humility, and worjhipping of angels, intruding
into thofe things which he has not feen, vainly

puffed up in his ftefily mind, and not holding
the head, &c. which things have, indeed, a

fiew of wifdom, and will worfoip, and humi

lity,
and neglecting the body, not in any honour

to thefathfying oftbejiefh. He goes on to fay,

ch. iii. 3, If ye then be rifen with Chrift, feck

thofe things which are above, where ChriftJit-

teth at the right hand of God, in which he

might poflibly allude to the turn they gave to

the doftrine of a refurreflion, willing to make

fome ufe of their miftake.
&quot; If it be true, as

* c

you
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you pretend, that the refurreffiion is paft ai~
4C

ready, and you are rifen again in the fenfe
&quot;

that Chrift really meant, a6t as becomes
&amp;lt;c

perfons fo renewed in mind, and advanced
&quot; to fo pure and holy a ftate.&quot;

But it is in the epiltles to Timothy, and

Titus, men who had the infpetion and care

of feveral churches, that this apoftle is moft

earneft in his admonitions to oppofe the pro-

grefs of this rnifchievous but fpecious philo-

fophy. His firft epiftle to Timothy begins
with this fubject, as what was uppermoft in

his mind. Ch. i. 3. Ibefonght thee to abide

fill
at Ephefus, when I went into Macedonia,

that thou mighteft charge fome that they teach

no other dottrine, neither give heed tofables,
and endlefs genealogies, which mini/Ier qitejiions^

rather than godly edifying, which is in faith.
In the fourth chapter he again plainly alludes

to the fame fyftem of opinions, as what had

been foretold mould be introduced into the

church. Ch. iv. i. Now the fpirit fpeakcth

exprefsly,
that in the latter times fome Jhall de~

fartfrom thefaith, giving heed tofeducingfpi-

ritSy and doffrines of dcemoris -forbidding to

marry, and commanding to abjlain from meat^

which God hath created to be received with

thankfgiving, of them who believe and know the

truth. For every creature of God is good, and

nothing to be refujed, if it be received with

thantygiving. For it is fanflified by the word

of Godand prayer*
To
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To the fame, no doubt, he refers in the
fixth chapter, where, fpeaking of forne who
taught otherwife than he had done, he fays,
v. 3, If any man teach otherwife, and confent
not to wholefome words, even the words of our

Lord Jefus Chrift, and to the doftrine which is

according to godlinefs, he is proud, knowing no

thing, but doting about queftions, andjlrifes of
words* whence cometh perverfe difputings
of men of corrupt minds, and dejiitute of the

truth, &c. And he concludes the epiftle with

exhorting him, no doubt with the fame

view, in the following words. Timothy^

keep that which is committed to thy trujl, avoid

ing prophane and vain babblings, and oppofitions

offcience, falfelyfo called^ whichfomeprofeffing
have erred concerning thefaith.

In his fecond epiflle to the fame perfon, he

very plainly alludes to the fame fyftem, when
he fays, ch. ii. 16, But JJjun prophane and vain

babbling, for they will increafe unto more un-

godlinefs,
and their word will eat as doth a

canker. Of whom is Hymeneus, and Philetus,

who concerning the truth have erred, faying that

the rejurreffiion is paft already, and overthrow

thefaith offome. And as a motive with him
to preach the word, and to be inftant in feafon

and out of feafon, he adds, ch. iv. 3. For the

time will come when they will not endurefound

doctrine, but, after their own lujls, Jhall they

heap to themfelves teachers, having itching ears,

and they Jhall turn away their ears from the

truthj and be turned untofables.
In
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In his epiftle to Titus we find many ex-

preffions very much like thofe in his epiftle to

Timothy, and therefore they, probably allude

to the fame things; though he here intimates

that they were yews who were mod induftri-

ous in propagating thefe new doftrines, ac

commodating them to their own law, as the

Cabbalifts afterwards are known to have done.

Molheim fays,
&quot; That a confiderable number

* of the Jews had imbibed the errors of the
* c Oriental philofophy appears evidently both
* from the books of the New Teftament,
* c and from the ancient hiftory of the chrifti-
* c an church, and it is alfo certain that many
** of the Gnoftic feds were founded by Jews.*

1

Ecclef. Hift. vol. i. p. 38. Titus, i. 9, Hold

ing faji the faithful word, as be hath been

faughti that he may be- able byfotmd doftrine

both tQ exhort and convince the gainjayers. For
there are many unruly, and vain talkers, ami

deceivers, especially they of the circumci/ion,

whofe mouths miljl be flopped, who fubvert
whole fjoufes, teaching things which they ought

not, forfilthy lucre*sfake. Again, v. 14, Not

giving heed to Jewi/hfables, and commandments

ef men, that turnfrom the truth. Unto ths

j)ure all things are ptire, but to them that are

defiled and unbelieving is nothing pure, alluding

perhaps to the prohibition of marriage, and

of certain meats, iii. 9. Avoidfoolifo quejlions

and genealogies, and contentions, and Jlrivings
about the law, for they are unprofitable

and

It
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It is not improbable, alfo, that the apoftle
Peter alludes to the fame fyftem, when he

fays, i. 1 6, For we have notfollowed cunning

ly-devifedfables, when we made known. unto you
thepower and coming of our Lord Jejus Chrift^
but were eye wltnefjes of his mnjefty.

But the apoftle John, who wrote later than
the reft, ufes language that cannot be ap

plied to any thing but the fyftem I have men
tioned

;
and it is moreover evident from the

ftrain of his writings, that he knew of no

other confiderable herefy in the church in his

time, which agrees with what ancient writers

fay, that no herefies were known in the times

of the apoftles, but that of the Docette^ who
believed that Chrift did not come in real flefh,

which is moft evidently a branch of the fyf

tem I have defcribed, and that of the Naza-

renes, or Ebionites, of which I (hall fay more

in its proper place.

To guard againft this herefy, which, in

fad, fubverted the whole gofpel, this vene

rable apoftle is very particular in giving a

moft circurnftantial teftimony to the proper

humanity of Chrift. I John i. i. Thai which

wasfrom the beginning, which we ba*ue heard^

which we bavefeen with our
eyes&amp;gt;

which we

Lave looked upon, and our hands have handled,

of the word of life.
For the life was manifcji-

ed, and we havefeen it, and bear witnefs, and

flicw unto yoii)
that eternal life,

which was
~

the Father^ and was manifejled unto us.

&quot;That
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That which we have feen, and heard^ declare

iveuntoyou^ &c.
It is, moreover,, remarkable, that this apoC-

tle exprefsly calls this very do&rine that of
Antichrift, and he fays there were many that

publifhed it. Ch. ii 18. Little children it is the

loft time, and as ye have heard that Antichrift

flail come, even now are there many antichrijls^

whereby we know that it is the loft time v,

22. Who is a lyar, but he that denieth that

yefus (the man Jefus) is the Chrift ; the opi
nion of fome of tbefe feftaries being, that

Chrift was another perfon than JefuS) and
that he came down from heaven, and entered

into him. He is antichrijl that denieth the

Father and the Son. Who/oever fayieth the

Son, thefame hath not the Father.

Again, iv. 3, Every fpirit that confejfith

that Jefus Chrift is come in theflefo, is of God.

From which we may clearly learn, that this

was the only herefy that gave any alarm to

this good apoftle. And every fpirit that con-

fejjeth not that Jefus Chrift is com? in thefiejJ^
is not of God. And this is thatfpirit of An
tichrift^

whererf ye have heard that it Jhculd

come^ and even now already is it in the world.

It is alfo to the reality of the body of Chrift,

that he alludes, when he fays, v. 6. This is,

he that came by water and blood^ even y?fus

Chrift^ not by water only9 but by water and

blood; for there are three that bear witnefs9 the

fpirit^ and the water^ and the blood ; alluding,

perhaps, to Jefus being declared to be the Son,

of
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of God at his baptifm, by his miracles, and

by his death and refurrettion, of which the
former was allowed by the Docet^, but the

latter they denied.

In his fecond epiftle, this apoftle ftill

dwells upon the fame fubjed:, v. 7. Many
deceivers are entered into the world, who

confefs not that Jefus Chrift is come in theflejh.
This is a deceiver, and an Antichrift. V. i o. If
there come any untoyou, and bring not this doc

trine, receive him not into your houfe, nor bid

him Godjpeed. It is to this alfo, probably,
that he alludes when, in his third epiftle, he

expreffes his joy that Gaius, to whom he

writes, walked in the truth. V. 3. I rejoiced

greatly when the brethren came, and teftified of
the truth that is in thee, even as thou walkeft in

the truth. I have no greater joy than to bear

that my children walk in truth.

Who were the Nicolaitans, mentioned in

the book of Revelation, is not known with

any certainty; but as antiquity mentions no

herefies in the church in thofe early times, but

fome branch of the Oriental feel, and the Na-

zarenes, who are falfely coniidered as here

tical, it is probable the Nicolaitans were fome

of the more flagitious of the former fort,

abufing their tenets to licentious purpofes;

and perhaps this apoftle naming them fo ex-

prefsly, and in terms of fuch extreme difap-

probation, in an epiftle from Chrift himfelf,

might be a means of extinguifhing both the

name and the thing.
U The
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.&quot; The writers of the fecond and of the

&quot;

following centuries,&quot; fays Mofheim (Ec-

chj. Hiji. vol. i. p. i 16)
&quot;

Irenseus, Tertul-
&quot;

lian, Clement, and othersr affirm that the
&quot; Nicolaitans adopted the fentiments of the
ct Gnoftics concerning two principles of all
* 6

things, the oeons, and the origin of the
&quot;

terreftrial
globe.&quot;

cc There is no fort of doubt,&quot; fays the

fame writer (ib. p. 1 16)
&quot; but that Cerinthus,

ic another heretic, faid to have been cotem-
&quot;

porary with the apoftle. John, may be placed
&quot; with propriety among the Gnoftics. He
&quot;

taught that the Creator of this world,
&quot; whom he confidered alfo as the fovereign
ic and lawgiver of the Jewifh people, was a
&quot;

Being endued with the greateft virtues, and
&quot; derived his birth from the fupreme God,
&quot; that this Being fell by degrees from his na-
&quot; tive virtue, and his primitive dignity ; that
&quot; the fupreme God, in confequence of this,
&amp;lt;f determined to deftroy his empire, and fent
&quot;

upon earth for this purpofe one of the ever

.&quot; happy and glorious oeons, whofe name was
4C

Chrift; that this Chrift chofe for his habi-
&quot; tatibn the perfon of Jefus, a man of the
&quot; moft illuftrious fantity and juftice, the fon
&quot; of Jofeph and Mary ; and, defcending in
Cc the form of a dove, entered into him while

he was receiving the baptifm of John in

the waters of Jordan ; that Jefus, after his

union with Chrift, oppofed himfelf with

vigour to the God of the Jews, and was,

-by

&quot;
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&quot;

by his irrigation, feized and crucified by
cc the Hebrew chiefs

;
that when Jcfus was

&quot; taken captive, Chrift afcended up on high,
* fo that the man Jefus alone was fubiefted
46 to the pains of an ignominious death.

95

It is to the fame Oriental philofophy that,

for my part, I have little doubt that this apof-

tle, who certainly referred to it in. his
efijflles^

alluded alfo in the Introduction to bis gojpel,

where (in direct oppofition to the principles of

this philofophy, which fuppofed that the AolW,

which made the world, wras a Being dijlinff

from Godj he explains what the word Aofo?

really means; as when it is faid, in the Old

Teftament, that the world was made by it, viz.

the wifdom andpower cf God himfelf^ and no

thing that was diftincl from him. In the be

ginning, fays he, was the Aofe?, as the philofo-

phers alfo faid
;
but the AoJW was with God, that

is, it was God s own AoJW, or bis attribute, fo

that the AoIW was really God himfelf. This

divine power and energy was always with

God, always belonged to him, and was in

herent in him. All things were made by it,

and without it was not any thing made that was

made. Thus we read in the Pfahns, By the word

of the Lord, were the heavens made. &c.

Launching beyond the age of the apoftles,

we find ourfelves in a wide fea of this vain

philofophy, partly of Grecian, and partly of

immediate Oriental extraction; which, how

ever, as has been feen, was ultimately the

fame thing. The moft diftinguifhed
of the

U 2 chriman
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chriftian Fathers, as Juftin Martyr, Clemens

Alexandrinus, Origen, &c. were deeply
verfed in this philofophy, and ftudioufly co

vered the offence of the crofs^ by giving fuch

an idea of the author of their religion, and

the tenets of it, as was calculated to ftrike the

philofophical part of the world.

A principal fource of the mixture of the

Platonic philofophy with chriftianity was from
the famous fchool of Alexandria, as will ap

pear from the following general account of it

in the Apology of Ben Mordecai, letter i.

p. 105.
&quot; The fchool of Alexandria in

&quot;

Egypt, which was inftituted by Ptolemy
i6

Philadelphus, renewed the old academy,
&quot; or Platonic philofophy, and reformed it.

&quot; This fchool flourished moft under Ammo-
44 nius (the mafter of Origen and Plotinus)
61 who borrowed his choiceft contemplations
4&amp;lt; from the facred fcriptures, which he mixed
&amp;lt;c with his Platonic philofophizings ;

and it

is difputed by Eufebius and Porphyry whe-
ther he died a pagan, or a chriftian. * He

&quot; had great advantages, being bred up in the

fame fchool with Philo Judaeus. Befides
&quot;

this,

* Moiheim fays (Ecclefiafllcal Hijlory, vol. i. p. 139)
That Ammonius maintained that the great principles
of all philofophical and religious truth were to be found

equally in all feds, that they differed from each other

only in their methods of expreffing them, and in fome

opinions of little or no importance; that all the Gentile

religions, and even the chriftian, were to be illuftrated

and explained by the principles of this univerfal philo-

fophy, which derived its original and confidence from
&quot; the

&quot;

&quot;
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&amp;lt;c

this, there was in the town of Alexandria,
:

a famous church, fettled by Mark the Evan-
1

gelift, and the fchool was continued by
Pantaenus, Clemens Alexandrinus, &c.

&quot; and after him fucceffively by Origen, He-
&quot;

raclius, Dionyfms, Athenadore, Malchkm,
&quot; and Didymus, who reached the year 350,
&quot; which doctors gave an admirable advance
&quot; to the church. The town was for this re-
&quot;

puted the univerfal fchool of the church,u and the Platonic philofophy was in the
&quot;

higheft authority among the Fathers. For
&quot;

it was the common vogue that it differed
&quot;

little from Mofes ; yea Ccelius Rhodius
&quot; thinks that Plato differs little from Chrift s
&quot;

placits.&quot;
&quot;

Origen, fcholar to Ammonius, though a
&quot;

profeffed chriftian, followed his matter s
&quot;

fteps, mixing the Platonic philofophy, and
&amp;lt;c the dodrines of the gofpel together ; hop-
&quot;

ing thereby to gain credit to the chriftian
&quot;

religion ; and, with Clemens Alexandri-
* nus and others, made ufe of the Platonic

&quot; and Pythagoric philofophy, as a medium
&quot; to illuftrate the grand myfteries of faith,
&quot;

thereby to gain credit among thofe Platonic
&quot;

fophifts. And F. Simon fays that the mix-
&quot; ture of the Platonic philofophy with the

&quot; the Eaftern nations ; that it was taught to the Egyptians
&quot;

by Hermes, and brought from them to the Greeks, and
&quot; was preferved in its original purity by Plato, who was
&amp;lt;c the beft interpreter of Hermes, and of the other Ori-
&quot; ental

fages.&quot;

f U 3
&quot; chriftiaa
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&quot; chriftian religion did not tend to the de-
&quot;

flruflion of the orthodox faith, but more
* c

eafily to perfuade the Greeks to embrace
cc

chriftianity. This, no doubt, was the in-
ci

tent, and it fucceeded as all Tuch niethods
&quot; have done. Among other Platonic myf-
&quot;

teries, that of the Logos, on which Am-
&quot; monius and Plotinus, both heads of the
u Platonic fchool, had commented, was tak-
u

en&amp;gt;
and applied to the divine logos, ex-

&quot;

plicated by St. John, which gave cccafion
ci and foundation to many philofophic dif-
&quot;

putes, and contefts in the fchool and church
&amp;lt;c

of, Alexandria.&quot;

That moft of the celebrated Fathers were

Platonifts, and borrowed many of their ex

planations of fcripture doctrines from that

fyiiem, is too well known to be infifted upon
here. It was by this means that Auftin, by
his own conielilon, as will be feen hereafter,

came to underrland, as he thought, the doc

trine of the trinity.

He faid that if the Platonifis were to live

over again, they would, by changing a few
words and phrafes only, become chriftians.

MoJJjeim^s JjiffcrtationS) p. 98. Many of the

Platonic philofophers, when they embraced

chriftianity, did not lay afide their philofophi-
cal gown, but thought to follow Chrift and
Amiiionius too. ib. p. 117. The fame judi
cious hiftorian fays that thofe chriftian doc

tors, who were infected with Platonifm, did

not difcourfe of the ftate of fouls after death.
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of the nature of the foul, of the trinity, and

many other things that bore a relation to

them, as thofe who drew their inftruftions

from the facred fcriptures, and were taught by
Chrift only. ib. p. 210.

&quot;

Synefius,&quot; fays Warburton (Divine Le

gation, vol. ii. p. 236)
&quot; went into the church

&quot; a Platonift, and a Platonift he continued
&amp;lt;c when he was there. This man could not
&quot; be brought to believe the apoflolic doftrine

,

&quot; of a refurredion, becaufe he believed with
&quot; Plato that the foul was before the body,
&quot;

i. e. eternal, zparte ante. However, he was
&quot; not for (baking hands with chriftianity, but
&quot; would fuppofe fome grand and profound
&quot;

myftery to lie hid under the fcripture ac-

&quot; count of a refurredion.&quot;

But it is not my defign to trace the Plato-

nifm of the Fathers in every article of faith.

Enough of it has appeared in my hiftorical

account of opinions concerning the nature of

God, and the human foul, on which I have

enlarged pretty much, in order to trace the

rife and progrefs of the dodrines of maten-

alifm and immaterialifm, and other things con

nected with them.

That the early heretics, or thofe who at

tempted to bring into chriftianity more of
^the

Oriental fyftem than the bulk of chriftians

were difpofed to relifb, had their iniirudions

partly in the Eaft, and partly alfo in the fchool

of Plato, is univerfally acknowledged. The

dodrine of the Gnoftics, fays Eeauibbre (vol.

U 4 i- P-
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i. p. 394) was compounded of the philofophy
of Plato, the Oriental philofophy, and the

chriftian religion. Tertullian s complaints, that

fo excellent a philofophy as that of Plato

fhould give occafion to all the herefies, gives
but too much reafon, by difcovering his own
exceffive admiration of it, to fufpeft that he
had himfelf made too free with it.

&quot; But in
&quot; thofe

days,&quot; fays Beaufobre (ib. p. 40)
u

it

* c was allowed that, together with the funda-
4C mental do6trines of chriftianity, any perfon
** was at liberty to philofophize about the reft;
&amp;lt;c and the nearer they could bring their reli~

4t
gion to the eftablifhed principles of philo-

4i
fophy, the more fuccefs they had.&quot; But

how dangerous a maxim was this ! It was,
in fad:, letting up their own wifdom againft
the wifdom of God himfelf.

Manes and his predeceflbrs were all known

adepts in the philofophy of the Eaft. Bafili-

des, the proper founder of Manicheifm, was
a philofophical divine, who travelled into Per-

fia, and mixed the philofophical opinions of

that country with his religion, ib. p. 40. Bar-

defanes travelled even into India, to acquaint
himfelf with the wifdom of the Brachmans,
ib. vol. ii. p. 129. The four books of Scy
thian, a teacher of Manicheifm, and who
had travelled ,into India, were thought to be

thofe which he had from the Brachmans, and
which he brought into Egypt, p. 45. And
the Valentinians, Beaufobre fays, were Py-

thagoricians and |?latoni(ls, as, he adds, were

almoft
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almoft all the Greek philofophers, who em
braced chriftianity. vol. ii. p. 161.

Simon Magus is, by feveral ancient writers,
called the parent of all herefies, not that he
was properly a chriftian heretic, but becaufe
the Gnoftics, and other early heretics, bor
rowed much of their fyftem from him, and
becaufe he introduced the Oriental philofo-

phy into Judea and the neighbourhood. See

Mojheitrfs Differtations^ p. 226.

In thefe circumftances can it be any wonder
that the pure religion of Chrift got a tincture

that would continue for ages, and even to the

prefent time.

SECTION V.

Of the Influence of the Philofophical Syjlem on

the Chriftian Doffrine concerning the PER
SON OF CHRIST.

PERHAPS
the greateft diflervice that

the introduction of philofophy ever did

to chriftianity was, that, in confequence of

the general doclrine of the pre-exiftence of all

human fouls, the foul of Chrift was, of courfe,

fuppofed to have had a pre-exiftent ftate, and

alfo to have had a fuperior rank and office be

fore he came into the world, fuitable to the

power and dignity with which he appeared
to be inverted on earth.

Had
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Had the flate of philofophical opinions in

that age of the world been what it is now,
and, confequently, had the dodrine of pre-ex-
iftence been unknown, the rife of fuch a doc

trine concerning the peribn of Chrift would
have been very extraordinary ; and thefa5i

of its exijlence might have been alledged, as

an argument for its truth. But the introduc

tion of this tenet from the Oriental or Pla

tonic philofophy was but too eafy ;
fo that to

a perfon who confiders the flate of opinions at

that time, there appears to have been nothing

extraordinary in it, Nay, it would have been

very extraordinary if, together with other opi
nions, known to have been derived from
that fource, philofophizing chriftians had not

adopted this alfo
;

the temptation in this cafe

being greater than in any other whatever ;

viz. to wipe away the reproach which was
reflefted upon chriftianity from the meannefs

of the perfon of our Saviour, and the indignity
with which he was treated.

We have feen that it was a fundamental

docTrine in the Eaft, and likewife in the Pla

tonic fyftem, that, on account of the mixture

of evi/m the world, it could not be fuppofed
to have been made by the fupreme Being him-

felf; but that it was formed from pre-exift-
ent matter, by a celeftial fpirit, a principal
emanation from the divine mind, the Birmab
of the Hindoos-, theprima mens of the Chal

deans, the vou&amp;lt;r and Aofsf of Plato. And what
was more natural than to fuppofe that the re-

Jiorer
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Jlorer of the human race had been Reformer
of it; ,efpecially as thofe who adopted that

hypothefis could fo plaufibly apply to Chrift,
as we know they adually did, thofe paflages
of the Old Teftament, in which the wo^rld

was faid to have been made by the word, Ao/W,

cf God, the fame word or power, which ac

tually dwelled in Chrift, and afted by him*.

By this eafy channel, I make no doubt, did
this great corruption flow into the chriftian

fyftem, with all the train of mifchievous con-

fequences that foon followed it.

It is, likewife, remarkable, that, as in the

philofophical fyftem of thofe times, there was
but one emanation of the Divine Being diftin-

guifhed in fo particular a manner as to be the

Creator of the world, fo we find that chriftians

were firft charged with introducing two Gvds,
and not three, the divinity of the Holy Ghoji,
as a feparate perfon. not having been an ar

ticle in any chriftian creed till after the coun

cil of Nice. Alfo the orthodox in thofe times

always gave that fuperiority to the Father,

as tl\e fource of all intelligence, that the phi-

lofophers did to the fupreme mind with refpedt

to his emanations ;
fo that the correfpondence

between th two fyftem s was wonderfully

complete.
The Platonifts, indeed, befides the Jccond

God, called we, which they fuppofed to be a

* Alexander, to prove the eternity of the Logos, cites

Pf. xlv. i. My heart is inditing a good matter, AoTov crya&ov.

Jcrtiris Remarks, vol, iii. p. 47.
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perfect image of the one fupreme God, fup-

pofcd a third, which was the foul of the uni-

*uerfe, diffufed through all its parts. Beau-

fobre^ vol. i. p. 560. But though this makes
a kind of a trinity of Gods, and therefore the

doctrine is by fome of the orthodox faid to be

found in that philofophy, it by no means
tallies with the chriftian trinity. But the doc

trine of &fecond God, an emanation from the

firft, is well known to have been a fundamen
tal principle in the ancient philofophy.

According to the oracles of Zoroafter, the

monad, from which all things were produced,
delivered the government of things to the

fecond mind, an opinion which, as Le Clerc

fays, was adopted by Plato. Stanley by Le
Clerc, p. 26.

That this was the true fource of the doc

trine concerning the pre-exiftent nature and

power of Chrift, as well as of the averfion

that was foon entertained to the thought of
his having affumed a real body of flefh and

blood, is fo obvious, that even the orthodox

Beaufobre almoft acknowledges it, though
without defign.

&quot;

Thofe,&quot; fays he (vol. i.

p. 379)
&quot; who were educated in the fchool of

&quot;

Plato, whofe philofophy was much efleem-
&quot; ed in the Eaft, believed that there was a
ic

perfect intelligence, called you?, or AO/O?, an
&quot; emanation from the fupreme intelligence.
&quot;

They concluded that this fublime intelli-

u
gence might reveal his will to men, and

*
teach men the way of falvation ;

but could
&quot; not
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&quot; not believe that he would become united to
&quot; matter. Their view,&quot; he fays (p. 380)
* c was to abolifh \hefcandal of the

crojs, and
&quot; to render the chriftian religion more plau-
&quot;

fible.&quot;

The hiftory of Auftin s converfion to or

thodoxy is another ftriking argument in fa

vour of this hypothefis.
&quot;

Auftin,&quot; fays
Beaufobre, vol. i. p. 478,

&quot;

believed Chrift
&quot; to be a mere man, though much exalted
if above others by divine gifts, till he learn-
&quot; ed of the books of Plato, tranflated by
&quot;

Victorinus, that the Logos exifted before
&quot;

all things, that he was from eternity with
&quot; God, that he created all things, that he is
&quot; the only Son of the Father, and finally
c&amp;lt;

equal to the Father, being of the fame fub-
46 ftance with himfelf.&quot;

The very language, which the early ortho

dox Fathers made ufe of to exprefs the de

rivation of the Son from the Father, viz. ema-

nation, efflux, probole, &c. fliews plainly

enough whence that doctrine was derived.

This language is even ufed by fome of the

modern orthodox, without considering how
the doctrine of the immateriality of the Di

vine Being is affected by it. Cudworth fays

that &quot; the fecond and third perfons in the
&quot;

trinity are eternal and neceffary emanations
&quot; from the firft,&quot; p. 559, and that a

they all

4 * have a mutual inexijlence and penetration of
&quot; one another&quot; ib. This divine alfo main

tains the fubordination of the Son to the Fa-

4 thcr,
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ther, which agrees with the ancient doclrines

on this fubject He fays, p. 599, that &quot; the
&quot; fecond and third pcrfons in the trinity are
&amp;lt;c not fo omnipotent as the firft, becaule not
&amp;lt;c able to produce it.&quot;

Several of the orthodox chriftians, how
ever, in early times, objected to the language
above mentioned, viz. emanation^ &c. as de

noting either a Jeparatwn^ or extenjion of the

divine eflence, which the Bafilidians and Va-
lentinians avowed. Eeaufobrc^ vol. i. p. 546.
But thofe chriftian writers who thought God
to be corporeal, made no difficulty of explain

ing the generation of the Son by the term

ro-poSoAn, or branch^ as not implying any fe-

paration of fubftance, or a part detached from
the reft. ib. p. 548. Tertullian ufes this

term. &quot; The Son,&quot; fays he,
4&amp;lt; comes from

* the eflence of the Father, as the ftockof a
&quot; tree from the root, or a ray from the fun.
&quot;

Juftin Martyr ufes the fame term.&quot; ib. p.

549-
The Manicheans explained the generation

of the Son from the Father, without fup-

pofmg any lofs to the Father, by comparing
it to the lighting of one lamp by another, p.

555. Juftin Martyr,- and Tatian ufe this

comparifon. Tatian alfo ufes another com-

parifon with the fame view; but it isleis hap

py in other refpeds. When I fpeak to you,

fays he, and you hear me, my reafon (AoJW)

goes into you, without my being deprived of

it. ib. p. 590..
, 4 Others
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Others of them had recourfe to worfe fnifts
than even this. Some of the catholics being
charged with introducing three gods, and
\vith making the perfons of the

trinity as
diftind from one another, as Peter, James,
and John, acknowledged it; faying that Peter,

James, and John might be faid to be one, on
account of their partaking of the fame human
nature, ib. p. 558.
The term -S^O^A^ was rejected, however,

byOrigen, who was a Platonift, as implying
that God was corporeal, p. 553.

According to the heathen fyftem, the ema
nation of the Son from the Father was not a

necefiary, but a voluntary thing, and took

place either in time, according to the proper
.Oriental fyftem, or from eternity, according to

Plato. And we alfo find the dodrine of the

voluntary emanation of the Son by the Father

among the early chriftians, though this idea

is not admitted at prefent. Juftin Martyr
fays that &quot; the Father begat the Son volun-
*

tarily.&quot; Origen taught the fame dodrine,
and Petavius acknowledges that it was the opi
nion of a great number of the ancient dodors.

Beaufobre, vol. i. p. 522.
&quot; The principles

&quot; of the ancients concerning the
trinity,&quot;

fays Mr. Dupin,
&quot; was that the word was

&quot; from all eternity in the Father, being his
&amp;lt;c wifdom and power ;

that when he chofe to

.&quot; make the world, he put him, as it were,
&quot; without

himfelf&quot;
vol. i. p. 520.

The Fathers did not, in general, believe

that the Son was produced from eternity, but

only
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only immediately before the creation of the

world, that he might be employed for that

purpofe. ib. This opinion is found even later

than the council of Nice. p. 521. Ladantius

fays that &quot; when God was refolved to make
* 6 the world, which was to be compofed of
&quot;

things of a contrary nature, he began with
* c

creating two forts of them, the one good,
c *

his only Son^ and the other evil, the devily
&quot; which are to be in continual war.&quot; p. 574.

It is, likewife, a very ancient opinion among
very catholic authors, that the firft intelligent

being that God made was the devil
\
he being

the firft of thofe intelligences that God cre

ated an infinite number of ages before the

creation of the vifible world, at which time,

and not before, Chrift was produced, ib.

p. 524.
The hypothefis I am purfuing clearly ex

plains why the Marcionites, Valentinians,
arid Manicheans efcaped cenfure at the council

of Nice. For thofe fedaries, as Beaufobre

fays, vol. i. p. 542, were orthodox with re-

fpet to the trinity ; fince they could make ufe

of the term confubjlantial as well as the moft

orthodox ;
which the Arians, who believed

that the Logos was created out of nothing,
could not do. The Manicheans believed the

confubftantiality of the perfons, but not their

equality ; believing the Son to be below the

Father, and the Spirit below both. p. 561.
This error, however, was not peculiar to them,
but was very genera,!, ib.

Jt
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It is only by an attention to thefe principles
that we can underftancl the fbte of the con-

troverfy between the orthodox and the Arians.
For though the Fathers in general -believed

that the Son had not proceeded from the Fa^-

ther, but a fliort time before the creation of
the world, in which he was employed, they
believed that he iffuedfrow tbefubjlance of the

Father , and therefore was light of light, very
God of very God, begotten not made, that

is, not created out of nothing, which the

Arians maintained. We fee, then, that the

Arians retained fo much of the eftahliflied fyf-

tem, as not to deny the pre-exijlence of Chrift,

or his office of creating the ^orld. Thefe

notions were fo deeply rivetted, that they
were not eafily eradicated

;
but it is evident

that the Arians had lefs of the Oriental or

Platonic philofophy than the orthodox.

Indeed the learned Cudworth acknowledges
that the Athanafians, and the Niccne Fathers,

Platonized $
and not the Arians

; though he

fays that they derived their ideas not from

Plato, but from the fcriptures. p. 529. But

of thai let the reader judge. The Platonizing

Fathers, fays Le Clerc (fee hisE^/V/0;

ley, p. 1 60) thought that before the actual

generation of the Son, he was virtually in

the Father, and therefore a-Jja&ci/, whereas the

Arians denied this, and faid that he, like

other creatures, was produced from nothing.

SECTION
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S E C T I O N VI.

General Arguments agairjl the P RE-EXIST
ENCE OF CHRIST.

THE preceding hiftory of opinions re

lating to the pre-exiftence of Chrift af

fords a very ftriking argument againft that

dodtrine. But I think it will not he arnifs in

this place, in order to remove the ftrong pre

judices that have taken place with refpeci to

this fubjedt, to add fome other arguments of a

general nature, fuch as arife from, the known
Hate of things in the apoftolic age, and what

may be fairly inferred from the apoftolic

writings, without entering into the difcuffion

of particular -texts of Icripture, for which I

beg leave to refer my reader to my Ilhiftration

of particular Texts, and more efpecially to

Mr. Lindfey s excellent Sequel to his Apology,
where that worthy man, and valuable writer,

has thrown much new light upon many of

thofe paflages which have been the greateft

Humbling blocks in the way of the antipre-
exiftent doctrine.

It is acknowledged by all writers, that, at the

beginning of chriftianity, there arofe two oppo-
fite errors concerning the perfon of Chrift.

The firft they fay came from the Jewifli con

verts, who maintained that Chrift was only a

2, man*
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^ diftinguifhed by peculiar gifts. &quot;This,&quot;

fays Athanafius,
&quot; was an error of the Jew s,

&quot; in the time of the apoftles; and he fays
&quot;

they drew the Gentiles into it.&quot; Of thefe
there were two forts, fome called Nazarenes,
who believed the miraculous conception, and
the other Ebionites, who believed Chrift to be
born of Jofeph and Mary. This is

exprefsly
laid to have been the moft ancient herefy in tbe
church. Beaufobre, vol. ii. p. 517.

&quot;

Prefently after, however, there arofe
&quot; another error, quite oppoiite to this, intro-
&quot; duced by the Pagan philofophers, who ftrip-
ic

ped Chrift of his human nature. This he-
ffc

refy was one of the rirft that fpread among
&quot; the Gentiles, and the apoftle John did all
&quot; he could to prevent its fpread, but in vain.&quot;

ib. p. 518.
Now, admitting thefe fads, viz. the exig

ence of the Nazarene herefy, and that of the

Docetce in the apoftolic age, and that the for

mer was prior to the other, I think we may
fafely infer, from the notice taken of herefy
in the New Teftament, that the former was
not confidered as any herefy at all ; becaufe

there is no mention made of it as fuch ;

whereas the other is inveighed againft, and

efpecially by the apoftle John, in the ftrong-
eft terms

;
and moreover, as has been fhewn

above, he evidently fpeaks of it in fuch a

manner as implies, that he had no idea of any
other herefy of confequence in his time.

X 2 Againft
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Againft this herefy he writes in the cleareft

and moft exprefs manner, and \vith the moil
vehement zeal. Of the other fuppofed herefy
he is fo far from taking any notice at all

(notwithftanding what has been imagined
by fome commentors upon him) that he
writes exactly like a perfon who confidered

Chrift as a man, who was fo far from being
of the fame Jubjlance with the Father^ and

confequently pofleiTed of any power of his

own, that he received all his powers immedi

ately from God. And it is remarkable, that

thole texts which moft flrongly exprefs the

abfolute dependence of Chrift upon God, and
which after t that all the wifdom and power
that appeared in him were the wifdom and

power of the Father, and not his own, occur

chiefly in the gofpel of this very apoftle.

Alfo, the reft of the apoftles, inftead of

taking any notice, direct or indirect, of this

capital herefy, as it has been reprefented, con-

ftantly ufe a language that could not but give
the greateft countenance to it; always fpeak-

ing of Chrift as a man, even when they re-

prefent him in a light of the greateft im

portance.
This utter filence of the writers of the New

Teftament concerning a great hercfy, the very
firft that ever exifted in the chriftian church,
and as it is now reprefented, the moR danger
ous of all others

;
a herefy taking place chiefly

among the Jew
r
s, with whom the apoftles had

moft to do, looks as if they confidered the

opinion
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opinion of the proper humanity of Chri/i in a

very different light from that in which it was
viewed by their

philofophizing fuccefibrs.

Athanafius, who could not deny thefe fads,
endeavours to account for them, by faying
that a

all the Jews were fo firmly perfuaded
1

that their Meiliah was to be nothing more
&quot; than a man like themfelves, that the apof-
&quot;

ties were obliged to ufe great caution in di-
&quot;

vulging the dodrine of the proper divinity
&quot; of Chrift.&quot; See his Epiflola de Sententia

Dionyjii contra Arianos. Opera, vol. i. p. 553.
But did the apoftles fpare other Jewifh pre

judices, which were, at lead, as inveterate as

this, efpecially their zeal for the law of Mo-
fes, and their averfion to the admiffion of the

Gentiles into the chriftian church without cir-

cumcifion, &c. ? And ought not the impor
tance of the dodrineto have conftrained them
to venture a little beyond the bounds of a

timid prudence, in fuch a cafe as this; efpe

cially as the Jewifh chriftians in general, as

far as appears, always continued in this error,

till their final difperfion, by the civil con-

vulfions that took place in theEaft, fubfequent
to the deftruftion of Jerufalem ?

Befides, whether was it more probable that

the illiterate Jews, who received their docTrine

from none but the apoftles themfelves, and

indeed converfed with no other, fhould have

fallen into fo grievous an error with refped:
to the perfon of Chrift, their own MeJJiah, or

thofe who are known to have drawn various

X 3 opinions
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opinions from other fources befides the genu
ine apoftolical doctrine, and particularly from
that very pbilofophy which, manifeftly contrary
to any thing that the Jews could poffibly have

learned from their facred books, exprefsly

taught the doctrine of the pre-exiftence of

all human fouls, and their emanation from
the divine mind

;
which was, in fat, the

doctrine and language of the pretended or

thodox Fathers ?

Without examining the merits of the quefti-

on, probability will certainly incline us to take

the part of the poor Jewifh converts. In

deed, their poverty and illiteratenefs made
them delpiied by the Gentile chriftians, who
were captivated with the wifdom of this world:

Juftin Martyr, however, the earlieft Gentile

chriftian writer, fpeaks of them and their opi
nions with more refpect than they were after

wards treated with. He was one of the firft

of the philofophizing chriftians, and therefore

might know that their doctrines were thofe of

the bulk cf chriftians in his time
; and per

haps, at that time, few thought differently
from them, befides a few fpeculative perfons
like himfelf. See Edit. Tbyrlby^ p. 235.

2. It is evident, that the moft intelligent of

the Jews expefted nothing more than a mere

man for their Meffiah *; nor can it be faid that

any

* cc
They,&quot; fays Trypho (the Jew fpeaker in Juftin

Martyr s Dialogue)
&quot; who think that Jefus was a mdn9

&quot;

and, being clioien of God, was anointed Chrift, ap-
&quot;

pear
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any of the ancient prophecies give us the lead

hint of any thing farther. - Had the prophe
cies not been explicit, there feems to have been

the greateft reafon why our Lord, or his

apoftles, fhould have exprefsly obferved that

they were fo
;
or if they had been nniverfally

mijunderjlood, ot perverted, we might expecT:

that this fhould have been noticed by our

Lord, as well as other abufes or miftakes which

prevailed in his time. Or if a difcovery of

fo great importance would have ftaggered the

faith, or checked the freedom of the difciples

of our Lord, when they were fully apprized
of the tranfcendent greatnefs of the perfon

whom they had confidered as a man like

themfelves, we might have expected that this

great difcovery would have been made to them

when their minds were fully enlightened by
the defcent of the Holy Ghoft, or at fome

other time, when they were fully inftru&ed

in all things relating to the religion they had

to teach. And whenever the revelation of a

thing fo highly interejnng, and unexpected, as

this muft have been, had been made to them,

their wonder and furprize muft have been

fuch, as we fhould have found fome traces or

intimations of in their writings.

^
pear to me to advance a more probable opinion than

&quot;

your s. For all of us expect that Chrirt will he born a

&quot; man from man (avfyuTrov ea$pvuv) and that Eli is will

&quot; come to anoint him. If he, therefore, be ChrjJLJi

&amp;lt;e

muft, by all means, be a man born of mm&quot; Edit.

Thyrlby, p. 235.

X 4
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Nor can it be fuppofed that a thing of fp

wonderful a nature as this, could have been

announced to the body of chriftians, who cer-^

tainly had not, at firil, the moft remote idea

of fuch a thing, without exciting an aftonifh-

ment, that could not have been concealed,

and fuch ^peculations
and debates as we muft

have heard of. And yet the apoftles, an4
the whole chfifiian world, are fuppofed to have

pafied from a fiate of abiolute ignorance con

cerning the nature of their Lord and Mafter

Regarding him in the familiar light of a friend

and brother] to the full conviftion of his be

ing the moft glorious of all created natures^

him by whom G-od originally made, and con-

ftantly fupported all things, without leaving

any intimation by which it is impoiiible for

us to learn, in what manner fo wonderful a

communication was made to them, or of the

effeffs it had on their own minds, or thofe of
others.

At whatever time it be fuppofed that the

apoftles were firfl: apprized of theJltperangelic
nature of their Mailer, it might be expected
that fo very material a change in their con

ceptions concerning him, would have been at

tended with a correfpondent change in their

language, when they ipoke of him
;

and yet

through the whole book of Ads, he has hard

ly any other appellation than fimply that

of a man. Thu the apoftle Peter calls him,
Afcs ii. 22. A man approved of God\ and the

apoftle Paul, Ads xvii. 31. T&e. man &amp;lt;whom

God
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God ordained. Nor when we may moft cer

tainly conclude that the apoftles meant to

fpeak of him in his higheft capac ty, do they

give him any other title
;

as when the apoftle

Paul lays, i Tim, ii. 5. There is one God and

one Mediator between God and men, the man

Cbriftjefiis.

3. Had this Mediator between God and

man been of a middle nature between God
and man, I think one might have ex-

peded fome pojitive
declaration of it, in this

or fome fuch place; and that the apoftle would

not have expreflecl himfelf in a manner fo un

guarded, and which, without ibme expla

nation, muft neceffarily lead his readers into

a very great miftake. It is in vain, however,

that we look through the whole New Tefta-

mentfor anything like fuch an exprefs decla

ration, or explanation, on the fubjedk ; and a

doctrine of this extraordinary nature is only

pretended to be deduced by way of inference

from cafual expreffions.

4. It is alfo with me a very ftrong pre-

fumption againft the Arian hypothefis, that

no
life

is made by the writers of the New

Teftament, of fo extraordinary a fat, as that

of the union of a fuperangelic fpirit with the

body of a man. No argument or exhortation

is ever grounded upon it ;
whereas it might

have been expected, that fo very wonderful a

thing as this muft have been alluded to, and

argued from, in a great variety of refpeds;

and especially that the firft converts to chriili-

anity Ihould have been frequently,
and very

difiinftly
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diitindly informed of the high rank of their

mafter ; especially as the great popular objc&i-
on to the chriftian ichcme was the mean birth

and obfcurity of its author, and the difgraceful
treatment he met with^in the world. The

very few texts in which it is thought by fome
that arguments are drawn from the pre-
exiftent ftate of Chrift, appear to me to refer

to nothing more than the dignity with which
he was invefled as Mefjiah, after he wasfe?2t

of God, and endued with power from on high,
for the important purpofes of his mifFion.

It weighs much with me, that if fo extra

ordinary a thing as the defcent of a fuperan-

gelic fpirit, to animate a human body, had

been true, it muft have appeared, in the courfe

of the hiftory of Chrift, that fuch an extra

ordinary a meafure was neceffary ;
as by his

afting a part which a mere man was either na

turally incapable of, or in which there was an

obvious impropriety for a mere man to act.

But fo far are we from perceiving any thing
of this in the evangelical hiftory, that nothing
is exhibited to us in it, but the appearance of

a man approved of God and qffi/ied by him.

For, though no man could have done what he

is faid to have done, unlejs God had been with

himy yet with that affiftance^ every thing muft

have been eafy to him.

If our Lord had, in himfelf^ though derived

originally from God, any extraordinary de

gree of wifdom, or peculiar ability of any
other kind, for carrying on the work of man s

re-
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redemption, above the meafure or capacity of

that nature which God had given to men,
he would hardly have declared fo frequently
and fo exprefsly as he does, that of his own

Jelf he could do nothing^ that the words which

hefpake were not his own, but his Fathers
whofent him, and that his Father within him

did the works. This is certainly the proper

language of a perfon who is poffeffed of no

more natural advantage than any other man.

If he had any. fuperior powers, abflraded

from what he derived from the immediate

agency of God, in what do they appear ?

So Iblicitous does the Divine Being always

appear, that his rational offspring, mankind,

fhould underftandj and approve of his pro

ceedings refpeding them, that there is hardly

any meafure which he has adopted, that is of

much moment to us, for which fome plain

reafon is not affigned by one or other of the fa-

cred writers. Indeed, this is a circumftance

that cannot but contribute greatly to the effi

cacy of fuch meafures. But though* I be

lieve, every other circumftance relating to

the fcheme of redemption is clearly revealed

to us, yet we neither find any reafon affigned

for fo important a preliminary to it, as the

incarnation of thefirjl^ of ail created beings, nor

are we any where given to underftand, that

this was a neceffary preliminary to it, though

the reafons for it were fuch as we could not

comprehend. A condud fo exceedingly dark

and myfterious as this, has no example in the

whole
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whole hiftory of the difpenfations of God to

mankind.

5. Could the hiftory of the miraculous con

ception of y^Jits have been written fo fully as

it is by both Matthew and Luke, and fo very

important a circumftance .relating to it as this

have been overlooked by them, if it had been

at all known to them ? I will appeal to any
Arian, whether he himfelf could poffibly have

given fuch an account of that tranfadtion as

either of thefe evangelifts has given. It

imift certainly be thought by them to be a ca

pital omiffion inthe account.

6. It has often been obferved, and I cannot

hut think very jufiiy, that the uniform fcrip-

ture doctrine of the prefent and future dig

nity of Chrifl, being conferred as the reward

of hisjervices and fufferings an earth^ is pecu

liarly favourable to the idea of his being a

man only; and I think the Arians are obliged
to ftrain very hard in order to make out any
material difference

*

between the pre-exiftent
and prefent fiate of Chrift

;
or to explain the

nature of his reward, of which fo ftriking an

account is always given, if there be no ma
terial difference between the two ftates.

7. It is faid that, if it be difficult to ex

plain the reward of Chrift upon the Arian hy-

pothefis, it is equally difficult to account for

his diftinguifhed reward and future honour

and power upon the fuppofition of his being a

mere man \ thefe being too great in this cafe,

if they were too little in the other. But it

ftiould
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fliould be ccnfidcrcd, that there is a natitwl

propriety in
diftip^uifliingaman appointed by

God to act the mcft important part that man
could adt (and a part that no other than a
man could with propriety appear in, refpeU
ing the whole human nice) in a manner great
ly luperior to what is conferred on any-
other man.

It ihould alfo be confidered, that there are

many paflages of fcripture, which men: ex-

prefsly fay that, great as is the honour and

dignity to which Chrift is advanced, his dif-

ciples, and efpecially his apofilcs, will be ad

vanced \&Jimilar if not equal honour. And
it is remarkable that there is no one pcw-er,
or prerogative, that is mentioned as conferred

on Chriit, but the fame is likewife faid to be

imparted to his followers.

As to what is called his glory, or honour
and dignity in general, and the love that God
has for him, that love and high regard from,

which thofe honours proceed, our Lord him-
felf lays exprefsly, that his difciples are on a

level with himfelf. What elfe can be inferred

from his prayer before his death, in which he

fays, John xvii. 21, Ihat they way be one,, as

thou Father art in me, and I in tkee, that they

alfo may be one in us, and the glory which thou

gave/I -me, I have given them, that they may bt

one, even as we are one. I in them, and tht&amp;gt;u

in me, that they may be made perfect in one,

and that the world may know that ihou
h&amp;lt;ift

fent me, and haft lived them as thou haft loved
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me. Other parts of this remarkable prayer
are in the fame ftrain, and it appears to me
that nothing but our having long confidered

Chrift in a light infinitely higher than that of

his difciples, has prevented our underflanding
it as we ought to have done.

Chrift is appointed to raife the dead, but

this is not faid to be performed by any proper

power of his own, any more than the miracles

of that and other kinds which he wrought
when he was on earth, and dead perfons were
raifed to life by the apoftles as wr

ell as by him-
felf.

Chrift is alfo faid to.judge the world. But
even this honour is faid to be ihared with him

by his difciples, and efpecially the apoftles.
Know ye not, fays St. Paul, i Cor. vi. 2, that

the faints foall judge the world. And if the

world bejudged by you^ are ye unworthy to judge
thefmallejl matters. Know ye not, that we

ftalljudge angels^ how much more things that

pertain to this
life.

8. The kingdom of Chrift, whatever it

be, is exprefsly faid to have an end. i Cor.

xv. 24, Then cometh the end, when he fhall
have delivered up the kingdom to God, even the

Father. And when all things jhall be fab-
duedunto him, then foall the Son alfi himfelf be

fubje5l unto him that put all things under him,
that God may be all in all. This is what we
fliould hardly have expeded if Chrift had been

the firft of all created beings, by whom all

things
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things were &quot;made, and who upholds and
x

go
verns all things.

In this 1 am far from meaning to detracl

from the peculiar dignity and iuft prerogative
of Chrift. And upon this iubject I (hall beg
leave to quote what I have in my Bifcdurjt

concerning the Spirit of Christianity prefixed to

jny Effay on Church Difcipline, p.
&quot; Our aptnefs to paft from one extreme to

&quot;

another, and the inconvenience attending it,

&amp;lt;c are alfo felt with refpeft to our fentiments
&quot;

concerning theperfon and character of Chrift.

&quot;

Upon finding thatinftead ofbeing veryGod of
&quot;

very God, the Creator ofheaven and earth* he
&quot;

is only a man like oitrjefoes,
we are apt at tirft

&quot; to undervalue him, and not to consider him
&quot; in that diftinguifhed light in which, though a

* c

man, he is every where reprefented in the

&quot;

fcriptures ;
as the great inftrument in the

&quot; hands of God, of reverfing all the effeds of
&quot; the fall

;
as the objeft of all the prophecies

&quot; from Mofes to his own time; as the great

i bond of union to virtuous and good men (who,
&quot; as cbriftiansi

or having Chrift for their matter

&quot; and head, make one body, in a peculiar fenfe)

&quot; as introduced into theworld without a human
&quot;

father; as having communications withGod,
&quot; and fpeaking and aciing from God, in fuch a

&amp;lt;c manner as no other man ever did
;
and there-

&quot; fore having theform of God, and being the

&quot; Son of God in a manner peculiar to himfelf;

&amp;lt;c as the means of fpreading divine and faving
* knowledge to all the world of mankind ; as

&quot; under
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&quot; under God, the head over all things to his
Cf

churchy and as the Lord of life, having pow-
&amp;lt;c er and authority from God to raife the dead,
cc and judge the world at the laft day.

&quot; There feems to be a peculiar propriety that
&quot;

thefe povv
rers refpefting mankind, fhould be

&quot;

given to a man
;
and it therefore behoved our

u Redeemer to be in all things like unto his bre-
cc

tbren^ and to be madeperfeftthroughfujfcrings ;

&amp;lt;c

but, certainly the man who is inverted with
&quot; thefe powers and prerogatives iliould be the
&quot;

object of our attention, reverence, and love,
&quot; in fuch a manner as no other man can be, or
&quot;

ought to be.&quot;

9. How it may affet others I cannot tell,

but with me it is a very great objection to the

pre-exiftence of Chrift, that it favours ftrongly
of the Oriental dodrine of \hepre-exiftenceof
all humanfouls, which was the foundation of

the Gnoftic herefy, and the fource of great

corruption in genuine chriftianity. For if the

foul of one man might have pre-exifted, fepa-
rate from the body, why might not the foul of

another, or of all? Nay, analogy feems to

require that the whole fpecies be upon one

footing, in a cafe which fo very nearly con

cerns \hejirjl and conjlituent principles of their

nature. Befides, the opinion of the fepa-

rability of the thinking part of man from his

bodily frame, even after he comes into the

world, is fo far from being agreeable to the

phenomena of human nature, that it is al-

moft exprefsly contradicted by them all.

10. The
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1 1. The author of the epiflle to theHebrews,
one of whofe principal objects was to recon
cile the Jews to the thoughts of a

fuffering
Mefliah, feems to make ufe of arguments
which neceflarily fuppofe Chrift to have been
a man like ourfelves

;
as when he fays, Heb.

ii. 9, Wefee *Jefus, who was made a little low

er than the angels , for the fuffering of death,
crowned with glory and honour. In this paf-

fage the writer feems to confider Chrift as a

man, in direcl: oppofition to created beings of

&fuperior nature, or angels, under which de

nomination Chrift himfelf muft have been

ranked, according to the phrafeology of fcrip-

ture, if he had exifted prior to his becoming
man; fmce no other term is made ufe of, to

denote his nature and conftitution, as diftinct

from that of men or angels.

With this view this wr
riter applies to Chrift,

that authority and dominion which is afcribed

to man as diftmguifoedfrom angels by the Pfal-

mift, (Pf. viii. v. 5,) For unto the angels hath he

not put intofubjettion the world to come, where

of we /peak. But one in a certain place, tejli-

fied, faying, What is man that thou art mind

ful of him, or thefon of man, that thou vifiteft
*

him. Thou made/I him a little lower than the

angels ;
thou cxownedji him with glory and ho

nour, anddidjlfet him over the works of thine

hands. Thou haft put all things infubjettion

under hisfeet. As, in this paflage, he plainly

confiders the nature of man as properly cha-

rafterized by his being a little lower than the

Y angels,
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angels ) and he applies the very fame expreffi-
on to Chrift, without giving the leaft hint of

any diftindtion between them, I cannot help

thinking, that in the writer s idea, the nature

of both was precifely the fame.

It is alfo remarkable that this fame writer

fpeaks of Chrift as diftinguifhed from angels,
\vhen he fays, i. 9, That God had anointed

htm with the oil of gladnefs above bisfellows,

by which therefore, in this connexion, I do

not fee how we can help imderftanding his

fellow men, wefellow prophets.
1 1. This writer, alfo, feems to lay particular

ftrefs on Chrift s havingfelt as we feel, and

having been tempted as we are tempted ;
and

to affert that for this purpofe, it was necefTary
that he mould be, in all

refpeffis, what we
ourfelves are, ii. 1 1, &c. For both he thatfanffi-

Jieth and they who are fan&iified are all of one
;

for which caufe he is not ajhamed to call them

brethren and children. V. 13, 14. Forafmuch
then QS the children are partakers ofJJeJh and

blood^ he alfo himfelf likewife took part of the

fame. And again, v. 17. Wherefore in all

things, it behoved him to be made like unto his

brethren, that he might be a merciful and

faithful high prieji. V. jS. For in that he

himfelf hath fujfered, being tempted, he is able

tofuccour them that $re tempted. Now I can

not help thinking from thefe paflages, that

the writer had an idea of Chrift being much
more what we are, and confequently of his

feeling more as we do, than he could have

.4 meant.
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meant, upon the fuppofition of his being of an
angelic, or fuperangelic nature. For then,
the views that he had of his

Jufferings, and

confequently Hisfeelings under them, muft have
been exceedingly diffimilar to ours. And
every argument that the apoftle ufes, to mew
the impropriety of Chrift s being an angel,
feems to weigh much more againft his being of
a nztuvefupcrior to angels.

12. If it be fuppofed that, upon becoming an
inhabitant of this world, Chrift loft all con-
fcioufnefs of his former pre-exiftent ftate, I

do not fee of what ufe his fuperior powers
could poffibly have been to him; or, which
comes to the fame thing, what occafion there

was for fuch a being in the bufmefs. Befides,

the hypothefis of an intelligent being, think

ing and acting in one ftate, and lofmg all the

remembrance of wrhat he had been and done
in another, has fomething in it that looks fo

arbitrary and unnatural, that one would not

have recourfe to it, but upon the moft urgent

neceflity.
It fhouldfeem, however, that if Chrift did

pre-exift, it was not unknown to him in this

world, fince one of the ftrongeft arguments
for this hypothefis is his praying that his fa

ther would glorify him with the glory that be

bad before the world was. John xvii. 5, But

if Chrift did retain a perfect confcioufnefs of

his former ftate, and confequently retained all

the powers and all the knowledge of which he

was pofleffed in that ftate, I have no idea of

y 2 fuch
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ftich an increafe of wlfdom as the evangelift
Luke afcribes to him, when he fays, ii. 52,
And

Jefiis increajed in ivifaom andjlature^ and
in favour with God and man. In the idea of

this evangelift, Jefus certainly made fuch im

provements in knowledge, as other well-dif-

pofed youths make ;
fo that I think he had

manifeftly no other idea of him.

13. Similar to the above-mentioned reafon-

ing of the author of the epiftle to the He
brews, is that of the apoftle John, or rather

of that of Chrift himfelf. John v. 27. And
he hath given him authority to execute judg-
mcnt, becaufe he is thefon of man

;
for I do

not fee the force of this inference, unlefs the

meaning of it be, that Chrift, being a man
like ourfelves, having felt as we feel, and

having been tempted and tried as we have, is

the moft unexceptionable of all judges. No
man can complain of it, fmce it is being

judged, as it were, by our peers ^
and by a perfon

who knows how to make every proper allow

ance for us.

14. Some may poftibly lay ftrefs on its being
faid by the writer of the epiftle to the He-
trews, in the paflage above mentioned, that

Chrift himfelf tookfejh and blood, as if it had

depended upon his own choice, whether he

would become man or not, which implies a

pre-exiftent ftate. But the word pfayu is ufed

for partaking^ orftarmg -in, abfolutely, with

out any refpcdi to choice^ and is ufed in that

fenfe in two other paffages of this epiftle, viz.

4 v -
*3&amp;gt;
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v. 13, vii. 13, where the apoftle fpeaks of the

propriety ofthe divine
defignation, not of the mo

tive of Chrift s eledion. Alfo in other places,
he is reprefented as pqffive with refpect to the
fame event. Thus in the ninth verfc of the
fame chapter, it is faid that Jefus IMS made a
little lower than the angels, and not that he
made hiwfelf lower, or condefcended.

It is faid, v. 16, That Chriji took not on
him the nature of angels, but tbefeed of Abra
ham. But sTrihupG&vopai, which is the word here

ufed, properly fignifies, and is, in every other

place, in the New Teftament, rendered to lay
hold upon. In this place, therefore, the mean
ing probably is, that Chrift did not (after he

appeared in the character of the Mefliah) lay
hold upon, fo as to interpofe in the favour of,
or refcue, angels, but the feed of Abraham ;

and thence we fee that the apoftle infers that

there was a neceffity, or at leaft an exceeding
great propriety, that a Mediator for men
fhould be, in all refpecis, a man

; for he im

mediately adds, therefore in all things, it be

hoved him to be made like unto his brethren, that

he might be a mercifulandfaithful High Pricft,
&c.

15. Indeed, there appears to me to be a

moft evident propriety that a perfon who acted

fo important a part with refpect to mankind,
as Chrift did, who was fent to be our inftruc-

tor and example, and efpecially who came to

afcertain the great doctrine of a refurreftion

from the dead, fhould be, with refpecl: to his

Y 3 natural
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nature, the very fame that we ourfelves are ;

that he might exhibit before us an example of

proper human virtue* and efpeciaily that he

might die as we ourfelves die, and his refur-

redion be the refurredion of a man like our-

felves ;
and fo the property?fruits from the

dead, and confequently of the very fame kind

with thofe of which the general harvejl will

confift
;

arid thereby give us the greater reafon

to hope, that becaufe Chriji lives we Jfoall live

alfo.

1 6. If we ccnfider \hzpraffical tendency of

the dodrine concerning Chrift, I think we
fhall find nothing at all in favour of the fcheme

of pre-exiftence ;
but much in favour of the

contrary dodrine, which reprefents him as a

man like ourfelves. To this purpofe I fhall

quote, with fome little addition, what I have

faid on this fubjed in the Dijcourfe on the Cor

ruption of Christianity, p. 24.
&quot; Much of the peculiar power of the gof-

cc
pel motives to virtue (feparate from our ad-

c;
ing with a view to obtain the reward of im-

&quot;

mortality promifed in
it)

arifes from juft ideas
&quot; of the nature and offices of Chrift, as diftind
&quot; from thofe of the Divine Being himfelf, with
&quot; which they are too much confounded upon
&quot; the fuppoiition of the proper Deity, or fuper-
&quot;

angelic nature, of Chrift, notwithftanding the
&quot;

different offices afcribed tothedivine perfons,
ce or rather beings, in the Athanafian fcheme.

&quot; The confideration of the love ofChriji, has
&quot;

fomething in it peculiarly endearing, when it
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&quot;

is not confidered as the fame thing with the
&quot;

love ofthe Creator towards his creatures, but
&quot; as the love of one, who, notwithstanding his
cc miraculous birth, was as much a man as
&quot; Adam was, or as we ourfelves are

; when it
&quot;

is confidered as the love of our elder brother^
who bore our infirmities, who felt all the pains
and agonies that man can feel; and, being the

very fame that we are, was in all refpeds

tempted as we are
; who loved us, and freely

gave himfelfto deathfor us, to redeem us from
fin and mifery, that we might become par-
takers of the fame love of God, and be joint

&quot; heirs with him of the fame glory and happi-
&quot;

nefs, that we might all alike become kings and
&quot;

priejls unto God, even the Fatfar,for ever and
&amp;lt;c ever

; who after living many years on earth,
&quot; in which he manifefted the moft intenfe af-
&quot; feclion for us, is now gone to prepare a place

&quot;for
us in our heavenly Fathers houfe, that

&amp;lt;f *where he is, there we may be alfo ; as one who
&quot;

is now exercifing a power which, as the re-
* c ward of his obedience unto death, he received
&quot; from God, to be head over all things to his

a church
;
who ftill feels for, and will be pre-

^
fent with his faithful difciples and followers

&quot; in all their trials, even to the end of the
&quot; world.

&quot; The efteem and love that we bear to the
&quot; character which we form of Chrift, confider-

cc ed as a man like ourfelves, the attachment we
&quot; have to him, and his caufe, and the efficacy

&amp;lt;* f this principle to promote achriflian temper
Y 4

&quot; and
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44 and conduit, and to encourage us to follow
&amp;lt;c this our glorious leader, the captain of our
&quot;

fafaation, and \.\\efirft fruits from the dead
44

(even though, like him, we be called to lay

down our lives for our friends ,
and to bear

periecution and torture in the caufe of con-

fcience, virtue, truth, and God) is exceeding-
tf

ly great, and peculiar to
itfelf.

It is a kind of
&quot; love and efteem that cannot be felt by one
44 who is truly and practically an Athanafian or
4C

Arian, and, in general, but imperfectly by
44 thole who have long been Athanafians or Ari-
&quot; ans

;
and who, therefore, cannot eafily get rid

44 of the ideas they have had of Chrift as God,
44 or at leaft as a Being who has little in com-
44 mon with us

;
who therefore could not feel

44 as we do, act upon views fimilar to ours, or
44

entertain, and be the proper object of, a fi-

44 milar and reciprocal affection.
&quot; A man may have rejected the Athanafian

** or Arian hypothefis a longtime, before thefe
&quot; ideas fhall even occur to him, or their power

be at all apprehended. At leaft we can only

expettofeel their influence at intervals, and

muft not hope to experience that amazing
44

force, which, however, we may eafily con-
44 ceive they muft have had with the primitive
44

chriftians, and efpecially with the apoftles,
44 and others who perfonally knew Chrift, and
4C who therefore never had an idea of his being
44

any other than a man like themfelves; though
* 4

as Peter exprefles himfelf, a man approwd of
44 God

Ci

cc

it
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God by miracles and wonders and fans which

* God did by him.&quot;

17. It is now agreed, both by Arians and
Socinians, that the fupreme God is the only
objeft ofprayer; it being acknowledged, that
we have no authority in the fcriptures for ad-

dreffing ourfelves to Chrift: but this reftriclion

cannot be founded upon any other than the
Socinian hypothefis, and is by no means re-

concileable with the principles of Arianifm.
I ought not, in reaibn, to addrefs a petition

to a man who may not be within hearing of me;
and much lefs can there be a propriety in num
bers of perfons, in very diftant places, addref-

fmg themfelves to the fame man at the fame

time, becaufe no man can attend to more than
one perfon, or one thing, at once. But a

Being equal to the formation of the world, and

efpecially of the whole fyftem of worlds, and
even the univerfe, or the whole creation

; he

by whom all things conjift, that is, who ftill

Jupports, and governs all things, muft be capa
ble of giving his attention to every thing that

pafTes. Nay every thing muft neceflarily be

at all times fubjecl: to his infpe&ion; and

therefore there could be no impropriety, in the

nature of things, in addreffing prayers to him.

Befides, it is very obvious to reflect, that

if there was any reafon, or propriety, that

fome derived being, and not the Supreme,
ihould be the immediate maker of the world^

and that the Deity fhould not himfelf interpofe

in the government of it, it can only be this de

rived
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rived being, and not the Supreme, with whom
we have to do. It can only be to him who
made us what we are, and who himfelf imme

diately Jupporfs us in being, that we ought to

look. A child naturally addreffes itfelf to its

nurfe, who attends conflantly upon it, and
not to its mother ; and a tenant applies to the

lleward, who immediately infpefts and ma
nages the eftate, and not to the owner of it.

In fat, no reafon can be imagined why the

Supreme Being mould delegate to any inferior

the making and governing of the world, which
would not be equally a reafon for his appoint

ing him to hear our prayers. Nothing but

the mod exprefs declarations, founded on rea-

fons which I fhould think impoffible to fug

ged, can authorize us, to admit the former,
and not the latter, the connection is fo natu

ral. 1 therefore look upon the undoubted fa5t
of all prayer being, upon the plan of revela

tion, confined to God, exclufive of all inferior

beings, and of Chrift, to be a moft fatisfatory

argument, that God himfelf is alone the im

mediate maker of the world, and that it is he

himfelf who conftantly fupports and governs

it, without the mediation of any fuch glorious

though derived being, as the Arians imagine
Chriit to have been before his incarnation.

1 8. It is faid, and certainly with great rea

fon, that it is in vain to preach chriftianity to

jews or Mahometans, while it is loaded with

fuch a tenet as the dodrine of the Trinity,

which, it is well known, they both regard as

equally
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equally abiurd and impious; the great and
diftingtiifhing principle of the Jewifh religion
being the unity of God, and the great objection
that the Mahometans made to the corrupt
chriftianity of the fixth century being the ge
neral departure of chriftians from the fame
fundamental principle, as may be feen in the
Koran itfelf. But the principles of Arianifm
2re hardly more reconcileable to the notions of
Jews or Mahometans than thofe of Athana-
fianifrn; and the following language of the

Jew in Limborch s Collatio is applicable to the
idea of Chrift being the maker of the world,
and the perfon who fpake to Mofes in the

burning bufh, as well as to his being ftrictly

equal to the Father. &quot; The
prophet,&quot; he fays,

&quot; who pretends to be the true God of Ifrael,
&quot; who arrogates divine omnipotence, and

&amp;lt;c

gave his own words as the words of God,
&quot; cannot be admitted; and fuppofing what
? *

is impoffible, that the true Mefliah mould
&quot;

publifh this doctrine, he ought to be ftoned
fc as a falfe

prophet.&quot; See Jortin s Remarks,
vol. iii. p. 342.
The conduct which Dr. Jortin, who was

himfelf an Arian, recommends with refpect to

the Jews I think to beinfidious, unworthy of

chriftian fimplicity, and what muft be altoge

ther ineffectual. He fays that,
&quot; in addreffing

&quot;

Jews and Mahometans, whofe great objec-
&quot; tion to chriftianity is the doctrine of the tri-

&quot;

nity, no one mould attempt to remove this

V
prejudice, till he has brought them to be-

&quot; lieve
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&quot;

lieve the divine miffion of Jefus Chrift, and
&quot; his character as prophet, Meffias, a teacher
&quot; of truth, and worker of miracles; and that
cc then many things may be obferved concern-
&amp;lt;c

ing the logos, the angel of God s preicncc,
&quot; and the angel of the covenant, from the Old
&quot;

Teftament, and from Philo, and from fome
&quot; ancient Jewifh writers.&quot; ib. vol. iii. p. 439.

But in facT: external evidence is nothing more
than conditional evidence with refpet to chrif-

tianity, going upon the fuppofition that the

things to be proved by miracles are not incre

dible in them/elves. The evidence that might
be fufficient to fatisfy a Jew, that Chrift was

fimply a teacher fent from God, and fuch a

Meffiah as their prophecies announced, would

by no means prove to his conviction, that he

was the maker of the world, and fuch a Mef-
fiah as he was fully perfuaded their ancient

prophets did not foretell, and fuch a one as it

was utterly repugnant to the whole iyftem of

his religion to admit.

19. Some Arians of the prefent age, flag-

gered, it may be fuppofed, with the glaring

abfurdJty of making a man who died upon the

crofs to be the maker of the world, and one

who, even in his loweft ftate of humiliation,

was 2iQ.usL\\y Supporting all things with the word

of his power ) and of iuppofing him to be the

peribn who, with the name and chara6ter of

Jehovah, had intercourfe with the patriarchs,

ipake to Abraham, to Mofes, and to all the

nation of Ifraelites from mount Sinai, &c. &c.
&c. feem
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&c. feem willing to abandon this part of the

fyftem; but without confidering, that, with
it, they neceflarily abandon all the advantages
for the fake of which the whole fyftem was
originally adopted. They likewife difclainv

the aid of the very flrongeft texts on which
the doftrine of pre-exiftence is founded; as

the introduction to the gofpel of John, which

fpeaks of the logos as the Being by whom all

things were made, and without whom nothing
was made that was made^ Coll. i. 5, which

fpeaks of Chrift as thefirji born of every crea

ture, by whom all things were created, that are

in heaven and that are in earth, vifible and mvi-

Jible, &c. as being before all things, and by whom
all things confijl, and Heb. i. 3, where Chrift

is faid to be the perfon by whom God made the

world, or rather the ages, and who upholds all

things by the word of hispower.

Upon the \vhole, nothing can be more evi

dent than that this low Arian hypothejis has no

plauiible foundation whatever, except being
free from the palpable abfurdities of the high
Arian fcheme. Certainly, the perfon who can

explain thofe texts, which fpeak of Chrift as

the maker andfupporter of all things, without

fuppofmgthat he pre-exifted,can have no diffi

culty in explaining any other texts, which re-

prefent him zsjimpiy pre-exifting. For the moft

difficult of all the texts are thofe in which his

creating ZK.& fupporting power are exprefsly re

ferred to. The capital circumftances that re

commended the dodtrine of Chrift s pre-exift
ence
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ence, when it was flatted, were the ideas of
4

the maker of the world being the great rcjlorcr

of it, and the giver of the law being the author

of \\\z gofpel\ fo that the fame peribn was the

medium of all the difpenfations of God to

mankind. But when thefe flattering advantages
are abandoned, nothing is left \y\\\.Jimple pre-

exiftence, without any knowledge, or the leafl

colourable conjecture, that Chrift had ever

borne any relation to this world more than to

any other.

It is no lefs evident that by abandoning the

fpecious advantages of the proper Arian hypo-
thefis, the low Arians are as far as ever from

being able to avail themfelves of the ad

vantages peculiar to the Socinian fcheme ; as

the propriety of a man being employed in a

bufinefs fo nearly refpe&ing men, his exhibit

ing an example of proper human virtue, hav

ing a reward capable of being conferred on all

his followers ;
of the fame kind of being, viz.

a man, both introducing death^ and the refur-
reelion of the dead; of \\\zfirjlfruits from the

dead being of the fame kind with the general

barveft ;
and that the great judge of all men

Ihould be himfelf a man.
In fact, therefore, this low Arian hypothe-

fis is intirely deftitute both of the ftrongeft

texts in favour of pre-exiftence, and alfo of

every advantage peculiar either to the high
Arian hypothefis, or the Socinian

;
fo that no

fcheme can be more infignificant, or reft on

narrower or weaker foundations,

Had
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Had fucli general confiderations asthefe been
attended to, the dodrine of the pre-exiftence
of Chrift could never have advanced fo trium^

phantly as it has done. And fuch arguments
as thefe ought certainly to weigh more than the

fuppofed incidental reference to a doctrine in

particular texts of fcripture, the interpretation
of which is always various and uncertain. Be-

fides, if we confine ourfelves to the literal in

terpretation of particular texts of fcripture,
there is no fyftemthat we may not embrace.

The doctrine of tranfubjlantiatwn is doubly
intrenched in fuch fortifications as thefe, and
fo are the grofs errors which hare now got the

name of Cafoinifm, fuch as original fm^ atone-

ment, &c. and alfo the doctrine of the perfeft

equality ofthe Son to the Father. And yet Arians

do not find themfelves affeded by fuch texts ;

and in my opinion it requires much lefs judg
ment to fee that the texts on which they lay fo

much ftrefs are equally infufficient to bear it.

Upon the whole, I cannot help thinking it

to be a capital advantage of the dodrine of

Materialifm^ that it leaves no lhadow of fup-

port for the dodrine of
pre-exiftence&amp;gt;

or the

Arian hypothecs, which are totally repugnant
to the genuine principles of the chriftian reli

gion, fo as hardly to be brought within the

general outline of it
;

and that the greateft

mifchief that chriflianity has derived from the

unnatural mixture of heathen philofophy with

the principles of it, has been this injudicious

exaltation of our Saviour ; which, in fad, has

been
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been nothing elfe than fetting up the vain con

ceits of men in oppofition to the wifdom of
God.

SECTION VII.

Of the opinions that have been held concerning
MATTER and their Influence with

refpett to

Chrijlianity.

WE have already feen a great deal of the

mifchievous confequence that has fol

lowed from the fpecious doftrine of matter

being thefource ofall evit, and of the union of

an immaterial principle with it. In this fetion

I propofe to enter into a more particular detail

of thofe confequences with refped: to thechrif-

tian dodrine ofa refurrcftlon, ihejlate ofmar

riage, and other things connected with it, and

with this I propofe to clofe the fubjet. It may
not be amifs, however, previous to this, to

ftate diftintly the various opinions that have

been held concerning matter. For, notwith-

ftanding almoft all the philofophical opinions
have been nearly the fame, there have been

fome differences among them..

Some of the philofophers thought that mat
ter was originally without motion, quality, or

form
; but capable of receiving them, though

with fome neceflary imperfections ;
while

others gave it qualities, figure, and even a

zfoul. Beaufobre (vol. ii. p. 245) and Pytha

goras



PHILOSOPHY ON CHRISTIANITY. 337

goras thought matter animated, as well as

evil, and was therein followed by Plato and
Plutarch, p. 248.
The opinion of an immaterial principle as

neccllary to motion, &c. is a prevailing fen-

timent at prefent, but was by no means&quot; fo in

ancient times. Otherwife the fouls of brutes

could never have been thought material, anil

mortal. Ariilotle, and all the ancients, admit
ted a motive force in matter, without which

they could not complete the idea of a body.
This is acknowledged by Malebranchc, and

efpecially by Leibnitz, and the fchoohnen*

Goudin fays, Ratio prindpii affivi convenitfub-

Jlantiis corporeis, et inde pendent affefitones cor~

forum quce cernuntur in modo. Hiftoire naturelle

dc 1 ame, p. 212.

Plato thought that all evil came from mat

ter, and that its imperfection was eternal and

incorrigible* It was a maxim with him, that

an eternal being can produce nothing but an

eternal being, and that corporeal and frail

beings are the production of inferior intelli

gences* He therefore makes the angels of

the planets to be the formers of the human

body. BeaufobrC) vol. ii. p. 416.

Many of the Jews entertained no better an

opinion of matter than the Oriental or Greek

philofophers : Maimonides fays (More Nwo-

chim, preface and p. 345) tnat a]1
npedj-

ments and obftacles which hinder men in their

progrefs towards perfection,
and all fin, came

only from the part of matter. He alfo fays
that
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that matter is to be underftood by the adulte~

rous woman^ in the book of Proverbs, feducing
a young man to criminal converfation with her.

Manes thought the demons altogether mate

rial, and Beaufobre fays (vol. ii. p. 259) that

many of the ancient Fathers thought the fame.

According to fome of the orthodox Fathers the

devil is the angel to whom God intrufted the

government of matter, ib. p. 99.
The complaint of the evil tendency ofmatter

is a hackneyed topic of declamation among all

the ancients, heathens and chriftians. Origen,

among others, confidered the body as thepri-

fon of thefoul, ib. p. 475, and everything that

tended to humble and bring under the body
was thought to be the triumph of the foul, and

a ftep towards its purification and reftoration.

The whole of this fpecious dodrine was

evidently drawn from other fources than the

fyftem of Moles. He fpeaks of God himfelf

as the maker of the terreftrial world, and of all

things in it; and, perhaps with an intended

oppofition to the principles of the other fyf

tem, if it exifted in his time, he particularly

fays, Gen, i. 31. AndGodfaw every thing that

he had made^ and behold it -was very good. In

oppofition to the dodrine of evil having a

different origin from the good that we fee

in the world, the later prophets conftantly

fpeak of God as equally the author of both ;

and punijhment, contrary to the doctrine of the

philofophers, is always moft exprefsly afcribed

to him. But this doctrine of Mofes and the

4 prophets,
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prophets, even when reinforced by that of
Chrift and the apoftlcs, was not able to fterii

the torrent of the Oriental philofophy, which
went upon a different principle.

That the dodrine of matter being the fource

of all evil accords very ill with the chriftian

dodrine of a refurredion of the dead, cannot
but be very evident to every perfon who refleds
a moment on the fubjeft. In fad, they are

diametrically oppofite to one another. On
the chriftian principles our only hope is found
ed upon a refurredion, whereas on the phi-

lofophical principles, a re-union to the body is

a thing moft of all to be dreaded.

The oppofition of thefe principles was fo

manifeft, that all the firft chriftians, who

adopted the foreign philofophy abfolutely de

nied, or explained away, the dodrine of a

refurredion
;
and though the authority of the

apoftles checked this extravagance, they were

not able to prevent the mifchief entirely ; and

even at this very day the advantage of the

chriftian refurredion is, in general, rated very
low

; and in the eye of reafon it muft appear
an incumbrance upon the philofophical fcherne.

The repugnance between thefe philofophi

cal principles and the dodrine of a refurredi

on appeared in the Jews as well as in the

chriftians. For the Effenes, as Moflieim fays

(Ecclef. Htft. vol. i. p. 95) maintained that

future rewards and punifliments extend to the

foul only, and not to the body, which they

Z 2 confidered
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confidered as a riiafs of malignant matter* and
as the prifon of the immortal fpirit.

The opinion that matter is the fource of all

evil, and the contempt that, in confequence
of it, was entertained for the body, was ca

pable of two oppofite applications, one in

favour of fenfuality, as a thing that did not

affecl the mind, and the other of the mor
tification of the body ; and we find that, in

faft, this double ufe was made of thofe prin^

cipies, according as the perfons who adopted
them were inclined.

The Gnoftics, fays Momeim (Differtations&amp;gt;

p. 243) were always talking of the contem

plation of things invifible, and of the

Deity, and thought all things lawful to them
that agreeably affefted the body. He alfo

fays (Ecclef. Hift. vol. i. p. 14) that thofe of

the Oriental fedts, who were of a voluptuous

turn, might confider the actions of the body
as having no relation to the ftate of a foul in

communion with God. Some of them even

maintained that the fouls were fent into the

body that they might indulge in all fenfual

pleafure, and that they could not arrive at per^
feftion till they had performed their tafk.

They acknowledged that Chrift taught purity,

but not to all
;

that it was proper for the car

nal, but not the fpiritual and perfect. Mo~

foeim^s Differtations, p. 247, 248. It is not

improbable that the heretics, againft whom the

apoftles, ancj our Saviour, in the bool^ of Re

velation, inveigh fo much, were Gnoftics of

2. this
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this kind ; and that afterwards the fame phi-r

lofophical principles took an oppofite turn,
and led to mortifications and auilerities *.

In various other refpeds, alfo, the dodrine
of matter being the fource of evil, and a clog

upon the immaterial foul, has had moft per
nicious confequences; having introduced max-

* Another vice, of moft pernicious confluence, the

chriftians of the fecond and third centuries fcem to have
derived from the maxims of the philofophers, but be.cau.fe

it does not relate to the fubjecl: of this work, except fo far as

it (hews, in general, the hurtful connection of chriftiani^y
and philofophy, I (hall infert in a note. It is the Jawful-

nefs of lying to promote a goo4 caufs.
Timaeus Locrus, the mailer of Pythagoras, fays that

as we ufe poifons to cure mens bodies, if wholefome re

medies will not do, fo we reftrain mens minds by faJfe-

hoods, if they will not be led with truth. Mojheims Dif-
fert, p. 195. Plato gave into the fame vice. ib. p. 156,
and in his book, De Republica^ he fays, the chiefs of a

city may deceive the reft for their good, but that others

ought to abftain from lying, p. 199.
On this account, when chriftianity prevailed, the Pla

tonic philofophers endeavoured, by feigned accounts of Py
thagoras, and other early philofophers, to eclipfe chrifti

anity, fetting up their characters and actions, as if they had
been fuperior to Chrift. Hence the writings, afcribed to^

Hermes and Zoroafter, and hence, fome think, thofe of

Sanchoniatho, to difcredit thofe of Mofes. ib. p. 199.
But the greateft misfortune was, that thofe chnftians,

who embraced the Platonic principles in other refpecls, re

ceived this alfo, and thought it innocent and commendable
to lie for the fake of truth ; and hence came fo many
forgedgofpels, and other writings of a fimilar nature, which
did not appear till after the sera of the incorporation of phi

lofophy with chriftianity. ib. p. 200. Origcn, in parti

cular, avowed this principle, p, 203, and alfo Chryfo-

(lorn, p. 205,

Z 3 ims
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ims and cuftoms contrary to all common fenfe,

the very reverie of the doftrines of the-gof-

pel, and that have actually done much mif-

chief in fociety. Such, more efpecially, is the

influence it has had with refpedl to the pre

vailing notions concerning marriage, continence^

fafting) &c. ;
fome particulars relating to wrhich,

being curious, I fhall recite.

That the opinion of the great value and

importance of bodily aufterities came from
the heathen philofophy, is evident from the

known fcntiments and practices of the philo

fophers on the fubjedL
The cuftom of fafilng, fays Mofheim (Dif-

Jcrt. p. 177) is chiefly to be afcribed to the

Platonifts. Pythagoras forbad his difciples

the life of flefh, and Porphyry imitated him
in a book written for that purpofe. The Pla

tonic fchocl, he fays, ib. p. 177, thought it

was better to abftain from flefh, efpecially if

perfons gave thcmfelves to meditation, and

the contemplation of divine things.
&quot; Some of the philofophers,&quot; fays Jortin

(Remarks on TLcckJlaftlcal Hi/lory , vol. iii; p.

2,3)
cc exercifed ftrange fever ities upon them-

46
felves, and upon their difciples, from the

&quot;

days of Pythagoras to the time of Lucian,
&quot; who introduces the philofopher Nigrinus
&quot; as condemning fuch practices, and obferv-
*

ing that they had occafioned the deaths of
&quot; feveral perfons. The Greek philofophers,&quot;

he fays, ib. p. 26,
&quot; had a particular drefs,

&quot; and afFefted to appear rough, mean, and
&quot;

dirty ;
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&quot;

dirty ;
for which they were fometimes in-

&quot; fulted in the ftreets by boys, and by the
* c

populace ; and the Cynics very prudently
&quot; were armed with a ftaff to defend them-
&quot; felves from dogs and from the rabble. The
&quot; chriftian monks,&quot; he adds,

&quot; imitated the
&amp;lt;c old philofophers in their rags and appear-
44

ance, and many of them feemed, in the
&quot;

opinion of thofe who loved them, to have
&quot; inherited the rags, the pride, and contentious
&quot;

fpirit of the former.&quot;

According to Ammonius, the wife were

to raife above all terreftrial things, by the tow

ering efforts of holy contemplation, thofe

fouls whofe origin was celeftial and divine.

They were ordered to extenuate by hunger,

thirft, and other mortifications, iM
j/tugfpJb

body, which confines the adivity, and reftrains

the liberty of the immortal fpirit ;
that thus,

in this life, they might enjoy communion with

the Supreme Being, and afcend after death,

adive and unencumbered, to the univerfal

parent, to live in his prefence for ever. Mo-

JJjeim s Ecclef. Hift. vol. i. p. 141.

A very peculiar
notion that the philofo

phers entertained concerning daemons was the

caufe of much of their doclrine of the mor

tification of the body. They taught, fays

Mofheim (Di/ert. p. 213) that the daemons,

being furnifhed with fubtle bodies, were very

greedy of carnal pleafures,
and poffeffed men

for the fake of enjoying them ;
and therefore

that he who would drive away demons, mult

Z 4
faft

&amp;gt;
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faft, and mortify himfelf, and that thole who
were married would do well to abftain from
their wives as much as poffible. On this ac

count many lived with their wives as with

fitters, and called them by that name.
The Docetas in general condemned marriage

altogether, but others fpake of it as an im-

perfeclion only. This, Beaufobre fays, vol,

i. p. 360, was a confequence of the opinion
of matter being the fource of all evil, Mar-
cion alib difapproved of marriage, and his

difciples were alfo great fafters. ib. p. 126.

Manes faid that concupifcence in general, or

the love of the fexes, came from matter.,

was derived from the bad principle, and was
therefore vicious in itfelf. vol. i. p. 463.

It was the opinion of Bardefancs, that

Adam at firft had no body, but what was fub-

tle, and agreeable to his nature, and that he

had a carnal body given him after his fall,

ib. p. 235. According to Manes, marriage
was the fin of Adam and Eve, p. 459. That
the woman was the tree of knowledge, was
the opinion of many of the Rabbins, p. 461.
And Clemens Alexandrinu.s fays, that the

fin of Adam was his anticipating his com
merce with Eve, p. 463. Marriage, how
ever, was not abfolutely forbidden by the Ma-
nicheans ; but only to the eleff^ while it was

permitted to thofe they called auditors^ p.

474-
In the very early times of chriftianity, the

bifhops and doctors, notwithftanding the warn

ings of the apoftles on this very head, mag
nified
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nified celibacy to the ikies, and vilified mar

riage as much. ib. p. 484. Juftin Martyr be

lieved that Chrift was born of a virgin, to

{how that God could provide for the conti

nuance of the human race without the union

of the two fexes. Auftin was much inclined

to the fame opinion. He believed that Adam
would never have known Eve if he had con

tinued immortal. Gregory Nyflenus held that,

in a ftate of innocence, there would have been

no generation^ but that men would have been

multiplied by fome other means. Dupin, vol.

ii. p. 177. And many of the Fathers were

divided in their opinion, whether marriage

was neceflary to the propagation of the human

race. Beaufobre, vol. ii. p. 465.

Juftin Martyr fays that chriftianity has dif-

folved marriage, which luft had rendered cri

minal, p. 485. Origen fays that a man can

not approach his wife without defiling him-

felf, and that this impurity does not permit a

man to prefent
himfelf before God, or pray to

him. Methodius fays that fmce Chrift has

introduced virginity,
the reign of the devil

is deftroyed ;
whereas before this enemy of

the human race held it in captivity ;
fo that

none of the ancients could pleafe God. They

were under the empire and dominion of their

fins. Beaufobre,
vol. ii. p. 284.

That all this extravagance was derived trom

the philofophical
notion of matter being the

fource of evil, is farther evident from the op-

pofition that was always made to thefe notions
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by the Ebionites^ who believed nothing of the

philofophical doctrine. Beaufobre fays, vol.

i. p. 358, that they did not approve of pro-
feffions of continence, and were always in

oppofition to the others, p. 377. He farther

fays of them, in this place, that they were

chiefly Jews, educated in the belief of the

unity of God, which they thought to be vi

olated by the dolrine of the divinity of

Chrift. p. 378.

Among other confequences of this fyftem
of the diftinclion between matter and fpirit,

and the doctrine of an intermediate ftate, de

pending upon it, we may reckon the Popifh
dodtrines of purgatory, and the worJJjip of the

dead) concerning which I mall not, in this

place, make any particular obfervations
;
con

tenting myfelf with only enumerating, from

Beaufobre, the various honours paid to the

dead.

All the honours that the Pagans paid to the

falfe Gods were paid to the martyrs in their

relicks. They were carried in proceffion.
Flowers were prefented to them, which there

by contracted a miraculous virtue. Lamps
were lighted before them. They were placed

upon thrones in churches, in a high fituation.

People kiffed them, the vafes that contained

them, the gates, fteps, and even the pave
ment of the churches dedicated to them.

Feftivals and feafts were appointed in honour
of them. Wakes, or nocturnal, devotions,

in imitation of thofe for the dead among the

Pagans,
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Pagans, were inftituted to them. Vows and

offerings were made to them. Children were

called by their names, and prayers were ad-

dreffed to them, vol ii. p. 669.
It is remarkable, as is obierved by Jortin,

in his Remarks on Ecclejlaftical Hijiory, vol,

iii. p. 17, that the honours paid to the dead,

and to the relicks of the martyrs, were fet

forward and fupported, though not entirely,

yet principally, by the Confubftantialifts.

Fauftus theManichean, reproaches the catholic

chriftians with their endlefs fuperftitions of

this kind, and tells them they were^no
better

than humble imitators of the Pagan idolaters.

When, to all thefe grofs corruptions of

chriftianity, we add the dodrine of the tri

nity, with all its confequences, all flowing

from the philofophical fyftem introduced into

our holy religion, I mould think that a plain

chriftian would rejoice in being able to throw

off the whole immenfe load (which muft

otherwife fink the belief of it) by the eafy

fuppofition of matter being capable of the

property of fenfation
or thought ;

an opinion

which is fo far from being contradided by

any appearance in nature, that it is perfed-

ly agreeable to them all, and peculiarly fa

voured by the whole fyftem of Revelation.

N I S.
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ILLUSTRATIONS
dF $OME PARTICULARS IN THE PRECEDING

DISQUISITIONS;

THAT
I might not obtrude upon the publid

a crude and hafty performance on fubjedh of
fo much importance as thofe which I have ventured
to difcufs in thefe t)ifqutfitidrts^

I put copies of
the work, after it was completely printed off,

into the hands of feveral of my friends, both well

and ill affected to my general fyftem, that I might
have the benefit of their remarks, and take ad

vantage of them* in an additional Iheet of Illuf-

ttatiohs, if that fhould appear to be necefTary.

Accordingly I have received, and considered,

with as much attention as I can, various remarks

that have been communicated to me, and have

thought it might be of ufe to add fome explana
tions in confequence of them. I hope they will

be the means of obviating fome cavils, and ferve

to make my meaning better underflood, whether

they make the doctrine itfelf more or lefs accepta

ble to my readers in general.

I. Of Bodies aSting where they are mf.

It is objected to the doctrine of thefe papers*

which fuppofes that the repulfion,
afcribed to bo

A a
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dies, takes place at fome diftance from their real

furfaces ; that bodies muft then aft wkere they are

not, which is deemed to be an abfurdity. I ac

knowledge that there is a confiderabk difficulty

in this cafe
-,
but it does not in the leail affect the

hypothefis that I have adopted concerning matter,

any more than that which is commonly received*

According to Sir Ifaac Newton s Observations,

rays of light begin to be reflected from all bodies

at a certain diftance from their furfaces , and yet
he confiders thofe rays as reflected by thofe bo

dies, that is, by powers inhering in and properly

belonging to thofe bodies. So alfo the gravitation
of the earth and of the other planets to the fun, he

confiders as produced by a power of attraction

properly belonging to the fun, which is at an im~

menfe diftance from them.

If Sir Ifaac Newton would fay that the im-

pulfe, by which light is reflected from any body,
and by which planets are driven towards the fun,

is really occasioned by other mvifible matter in ac

tual contact with thofe bodies which are put in

motion, I alfo am. equally at liberty to relieve my
hypothefis by the fame means. But the exiftence

of this invifible fubftance, to the agency of which

that great philosopher afcribes fo very much, and

which he calls ether
&amp;gt;

has not yet been proved, and
is therefore generally fuppofed not to exift. And,
indeed, if it did exift, J do not fee how it cotild

produce the effects that are afcribed to it. For

the particles of this very ether could not impel

any fubftance, if they were not themfelves impelled
in the fame direction ; and muft we provide a ftill

more fubtle ether for the purpofe of impelling the

particles of the groffer ether ? If fo, we muft do

the fame for this other ether, and fo on, ad inf.ni-

tum* which is abfurdr

Alfo,
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Alfo, if the parts of folid bodies, as, for Jn-

itance, of gold (which by its expanlion when hot,
and contraction when cold, appear not actually to

.touch one another) be kept afundcr by a fubtle

matter, viz the fame ether above-mentioned, the

parts of this ether muft be kept afunder by a (till

more fubtle ether as before, and fo on, till the

whole fpace, occupied by the dimenfions of the

piece of gold, be abfolutely folid, and have no

pores or vacuum whatever, which would be

contrary to appearances, and make it impoffible to

contract by cold or by any other means. I do
not fay that there is no difficulty in this cafe, but

it is not a difficulty that affects my fyftem more
than the common one ; and therefore it is no

particular bufinefs of mine to difcufs it.

If it be fuppofed that no kind of matter is con

cerned in producing the above-mentioned effects

at a diftance from the furfaces of bodies, but that

the Deity himfelf canfes thefe motions, exerting

his influence according to certain laws, am not I at

at liberty to avail myielf of the fame affiftance ?

And furely I muft have lefs objection to this re-

fource than thofe who believe that God is not the

only proper agent in the univcrfe. As a neceffa-

rian, I, in fact, afcribe every thing to God, and,

whether mediately or immediately, makes very lit

tle difference. But I believe that it is poflible,

though we cannot clearly anfwer every objection

to it, that God may endue fubftances with powers,

which, when communicated, produceAffects
in a

manner different from his own immediate agency.

II. Whether Matter be anything, on this Hy~

pothefis.

It is.faidthat, according to my definition of

matter, it muft be abfolutely nothing ? becaufe, be-

A a 2 Tides
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fides extenfion, it confifts of nothing but the pow.-
crs of attraction and repulfion, and becaufe Ihave

fometimes faid that it confifts of phyfical points

only, pofleflfed of thofe powers. In this I may
have exprefled myfelf father incautioufly ; but

the idea that I meant to convey was evidently this,

that, whatever other powers matter may be pof-
fefled of, it has not the property that has been

called impenetrability y or folidity.

From the manner of exprefiing our ideas we
cannot fpeak of powers or properties, but as pow
ers and properties of fome thing or fubftame,

though we know nothing at all of that thing or

fubftance befides the powers that we afcribe to it ;

and, therefore, when the powers are fuppofed to be

withdrawn, all idea of fubftance neceffarily va-

nifhes with them. I have, therefore, the fame

right to fay that matter is a fubftance poflefled of

the properties of attraction and repulfion only, as

another has to fay, that it is a fubftance poflefled of

the property of impenetrability together with them,
unlefs it can be proved that the property of at

traction or repulfion neceflarjly implies, and can

not exift without, that of impenetrability.
Whe

ther it be poflefled of any of thefe properties muft

be determined by experiment only. If, upon my
idea of matter, every thing vanishes upon tak

ing away the powers of attraction and repulfion,
in like manner every idea vanimes from the

mind ; if, upon the common hypothefis, folidity

or impenetrability be taken away, I own that I

can fee no difference in this cafe ; impenetrability

being as much a property as penetrability^ and its

actual exiftence equally to be afcertained by expe
riment, which, in my opinion, is decifive in fa-

your of penetrability.

They
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They who fuppofe fpiri.t to have proper exlen-

J}pn, and the Divine Being to have a proper ubi

quity, mu ft believe the mutual penetrability qf
real fubftance ; and by whatever names they may
choofe to call the fubftances, is of no confequence.
If they fay that, on my hypothefis, there is no
fuch thing as matter, and that every thing is fpi-

rit, I have no objeclion, provided they make a$

great a difference in
fpirits, as they have hitherto

made m fubftances. The world has been too
long-

amufed with mere names.

III. Of the Laws of Motion.

It is faid, that if there is not what has been
termed a vis inertia in matter^ the foundation of

the Newtonian Philofophy is overturned : for that

the three law? of motion, laid down by Sir Ifaac

Newton, in the beginning of his Principia, have

no meaning on any other iuppofition.
I anfwer, thatthele laws of motion are founded

on certain faffs, which refult juft as eafily from

my hypothefis concerning matter, as from the com-
mon one. It is an undoubted fa6t that every

body perfeveres in a (late of reft or motion, till it

be compelled to change that ftate by fome exter

nal force, which is the firft of the three laws, and

the foundation of the other two. But this will

follow juft as well upon the fuppofition of that

mutual aclion between two bodies taking place at

any given diftance from their furfaces. Newton

himfelf mews, that rays of light are reflecled by a

power belonging to other bodies, without actually

impinging upon them, and, confequently, by a

power which takes place at a certain diftance from

their furfaces, without fuppoiing that any of his

laws of motion were violated.

IV.
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IV. Of the Divine E/ence.
It is fufpected that, notwithflanding I decline

the term, it will be thought that I virtually make
the Deity to be a material being. I anfwer that,

ftnce, according to my ideas, the divine effence,
and other eifences have quite different properties
.or powers, they ought?

in ftrictnefs, to be denoted

by quite different names; and, therefore, I can
have no other objection to the term immaterial, as

applied to the Divine Being, but as it is apt to

imply that the divine effence is incapable of any

property whatever in common with other effences,
luch as even relation to fpace.

I will farther obferve, that, notwithftanding I

may have expreffed myfelf in an unguarded man-i

ner on this fubject (though I am not at prefent
aware of it) it will be found, by the candid and

attentive, that I have not, in reality, any idea of the

divine effence that is at all different from that of

thofe philofophers and divines, who maintain the

proper omniprefence, or ubiquity of the Divine Being,
Vhich neceffarily implies a real extenfion

;
and

that he has a power of acting upon matter.

I will take this opportunity of faying, farther,,

that, upon no fyftem whatever, is the great Author
of Nature more diftinct from his productions, or his

prefence with them, and agency upon them, more

neceffary. In fact, the fyftem now held forth to the

public, taken in its full extent, makes the Divine

Being to be of as much importance in the fyftem,

as the apoflle makes him, when he fays, In him we

live, and move, and have our being. The contempla
tion of it impreffes the mind with fentiments of the

deepeft reverence and humility, and it inculcates a

degree of devotednefs to God, both active and paf-

five, that no other philpfophical fyftem can infpire.

Con-
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Confequently, the obligation to all thofe virtues

that are more immediately derived from that great
vital fpring and principle of all virtue, devotion,
thofe which give a fuperiority to the world, a fear-

lefs integrity, and a noble independence of mind
in the practice of our duty, is more ftrongly felt,

and therefore may be fuppofed to take a deeper
root in the mind, than upon any other fyftem
whatever. In fhort, it is that philofophy which
alone fuits the doctrine of the fcriptures, though
the writers of them were not philofophers, but

had an inftruction infinitely fuperior to that of any

philofophical fchool. Every other fyftem of phi-

loibphy is difcordant with the fcriptures, and, as

far as it lays any hold upon the mind, tends to

counteract their influence.

In the laft place, I think it may not be unufe-

ful to obferve, that a diftinction ought to be made

with refpedl to the relative importance and mutual

fubordination of the different petitions contended

for in this treatife. The principal object is, to

prove the uniform compofition of man, or that

what we call mind, or the principle of perception

and thought, is not a fubftance diftinct from the

body, but the refult of corporeal organization ;

and what I have advanced preliminary to this,

concerning the nature of matter, though fubfervi-

ent to this argument, is by no means effential to

it : for whatever matter be, I think I have fuffi-

ciently proved that mind is nothing more than a

modification of it.

Again, that man is wholly material is eminently

fubfervient to the doctrine of the proper, or mere

humanity of Chrift. For, if no man has a foul

diftind from his body, Chrift, who, in all other

refpects, appeared as a man, could not have had a

foul which had exifted before the body : and the

i whole
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whole doctrine of the pre-exiftence of fouls (of
which the opinion of the pre-exiftence of

1

Chrill
was a branch) will be effectually overturned.
But I apprehend that, iliould I have failed in the

proof of the materiality ofman, arguments enough
remain, independent of this, to prove the non

pre-exiftence of Chrift, and of this doctrine hav^

ing been introduced into chrifdanity from the fyf-
tem of Oriental philosophy.

Laltly, the doctrine of neceffity, maintained iri

the Appendix, is the immediate refult of the

doctrine of the materiality of man , for mechanifrn
is the undoubted confequence of materialifen. But
whether man be wholly material or not, I appre
hend that proof enough is advanced that every
human volition is fubjedt to certain fixed laws, and
that the pretended felf-determining power is altoge
ther imaginary arid impoffible.

In ihort, it is my firm perfuafion, that the three

doctrines of material-ifm, of that which is commonly
called Scciniantfm, and of philoibphical neceflityt

are equally parts of one fyftem, being equally
founded on jufl obfervations of nature, and fait

deductions from the fcriptures -,
2nd that whoever

lhall duly confider their connexion^ and dependence
en one another, will find no fufBcient confiftency
in any general fcheme of principles, that does

not comprehend them all. At the fame time each

of thefe doctrines Hands oh its own independent

foundation, and is capable of fuch feparate de

mon firat ion, as fubjects of a moral nature require,

or admit.

I have advanced what has occurred to me in

fupport of all the three parts of this fyftem, con

fident that, in due time, the truth will bear down

before it every oppofing prejudice, how inveterate

foever, and gain a firm eftabliihrftent in the minds

of all men.
A CAT A-
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